





















METAPHORS OF COMMAND AND 
CONTROL IN THE UNITED KINGDOM AND 
THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 
 
Developing a Communicative Framework to Enhance 









A dissertation submitted in partial fulfilment of the requirements of the Faculty 
of Business and Society at the University of South Wales / Prifysgol De 










Achieving my PhD was a long-term ambition and there are a great number of people that have 
supported, guided and advised me along the way.   
 
In the first instance, I owe Dr Jane Ayre a debt of gratitude for convincing me to undertake a 
PhD in the first place.  Her continual support, advice and guidance as both a friend and mentor 
throughout this journey was a constant inspiration.   
 
To Professor Martin Rhisiart, I most certainly could not have achieved what I have without your 
timely support, continual optimism, patience and absolute professionalism.  Thank you for your 
confidence in me and for all your efforts.  Also, thank you to Professor Michael Sheehan and 
Professor Brian Hobbs for your support in the early years. 
 
My colleagues at Coventry University; you have been a continued source of advice and 
welcome relief.  Ron Mountain, Yung Fang Chen, Wayne Harrop, Michelle Newman, Jaime 
Shaw-Stewart, Phil Dunham, Stuart Gill and Hazel Swift, thank you.  Your support, advice, and 
banter helped get me through. 
 
To Rob McAleer, formerly of the Maine Emergency Management Agency and Russ Webster 
formerly of the Federal Emergency Management Agency, thank you for your advice, guidance 
and willingness to support my research.  
 
Most importantly, thank you to my family.  To my parents, thank you for being you and for all 
the love and support down the years.  To my soon to be wife, Alison; thank you for getting me 
through and for everything you do, I could not have done it without you.  And, to my children 




This study is dedicated to my friend Danny.   
 
Though you are not here to see the end of my PhD, your friendship and memory is critical in 
helping me achieve my goals in life. 
 






This study explores Command and Control in the context of emergency management in the 
United Kingdom (UK) and the United States of America (US).  Command and Control is 
regarded as both the dominant and traditional model of emergency management though debate 
continues as to its appropriateness in the face of disaster.  Criticism is perhaps strongest within 
the academic community.  Concerns include it being overly bureaucratic and centralised, 
inflexible and slow for decision-making, though for some it brings order to chaos and is thus 
essential.  The model is embedded in legislation, policy and practice.  The Police, Fire and 
Ambulance services, and others, are brought together within frameworks such as the UK Gold, 
Silver and Bronze (GSB) and US Incident Command System (ICS) to collectively respond when 
disaster strikes.  However, “interoperability” problems, whereby organisations are seemingly 
unable to work together occur compromising response efficacy and the failings during 
Hurricane Katrina (2005) stand as testament to this.  This thesis examines how emergency 
responders interpret Command and Control, and the implications of this for interoperability   
 
This mixed methods interpretive study comprises 30 semi-structured interviews with key UK 
and US emergency management practitioners focusing on their views of Command and 
Control.  Participating organisations include Police, Fire and Ambulance services, and Local 
and Central Government agencies.  The research design embraces linguistic and visual 
metaphor to answer the Central Research Question “how do U.K. and U.S. emergency 
management practitioners metaphorically interpret Command and Control?”  
 
The collated data were analysed using content analysis to identify general themes.  Then, 
Morgan’s (2007) 8 seminal organisational metaphors and Lakoff, Espenson and Schwartz’s 
(1991) Master Metaphor List (MML) were employed to identify metaphors used to communicate 
understanding of Command and Control in both the linguistic and visual domains.  The findings 
show that interpretations of Command and Control are varied, suggesting that key 
organisations at the heart of emergency management are not “on the same page”.  However, 
some commonality based around Morgan’s Brain, Culture and Machine metaphors was noted. 
 
Over 500 linguistic metaphor types were found providing an insight to the rich natural language 
of emergency management.  The use of MML metaphors such as Status is Position; Progress 
is Forward Motion and general metaphors such as Natural World and Cooking were frequently 
noted meaning they are broadly understood within a multi-agency setting.  Consequently, the 
use of such terms enhances interoperability as they can increase the likelihood of shared 
understanding.  Thus, establishing a new theoretical domain and the basis for a metaphorical 
language of emergency management.  Furthermore, 30 visual metaphors (diagrams) were 
collated that demonstrated some variability in perspective.  However, a standardised 
interpretation, 27 of 30 or 90% of the sample-frame, based on the Status is Position metaphor 
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linked to a hierarchical top-down frame associated with the traditional model was noted.  This 
indicated a heavily embedded view, which contrasted the more variable linguistic findings. 
 
Building on these results, a suite of learning tools were constructed; the Command and Control 
Interoperability Tool Box or CCIT–Box.  This contains 2 interoperability assessment tools, a 
Theory of Interoperability Metaphors (TIM), and 5 conceptual metaphors, namely Command 
and Control as a Candle, a Trivial Pursuit Pie, a Golden Thread, Spinning Plates and a Virus 
and Antidote.  These tools have been validated through use in academic and professional 
settings.   Their design opens up the “mind’s eye” by harnessing the power of metaphor in an 
innovative and novel way using linguistic and visual methodology.  The tools engage 
participant’s in deeper and more critical review of their own and other’s views of Command and 
Control, and indeed broader emergency management issues.  This mechanism effectively 
bridges the known gap between academic theory and practice to enhance interoperability and 
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1 Introduction 
1.1 Introduction to the Study 
 
The world can be a magical place, full of beauty and wonder: teeming with life.  The oceans 
and coastlines across the globe offer some of the most beautiful scenery imaginable; likewise 
the mountains, foothills and canyons offer breath-taking views.  However, the world also has a 
darker side, coastlines are often battered by storms and tsunamis, mountains may actually be 
volcanoes: indeed, the earth itself can be moved by seismic activity resulting in devastating 
earthquakes (Blaikie and Wisner 2004, Dinwiddie, Lamb and Reynolds 2011).  Humankind lives 
with ever-present threats; events commonly termed disasters occur and are becoming more 
frequent and severe (Bissell 2013, Lewis, Phillip and Westgate 1976, Perry and Quarantelli 
2005b, Quarantelli 1998, Wilson and Gosiewska 2014).  These events can be naturally 
occurring, such as the flooding which afflicted many parts of the United Kingdom (UK) during 
the winter of 2015 to 2016 (McKie 2015), or the US Carolinas flooding of October 2015, which 
caused 25 deaths and $12 billion in damages (Federal Emergency Management Agency 
2015c).  Human induced events also occur, either accidently or deliberately.  Paris, France 
suffered coordinated terror attacks on 13th November 2015 when 3 suicide bombers detonated 
devices at the Stade de France, followed by mass shootings in cafes, restaurants and at the 
Bataclan concert hall: 130 people were killed and a further 368 injured (Phillips and Rawlinson 
2015).  Events such as this highlight the need for emergency organisations, such as the Police, 
Fire and Ambulance services amongst others, to be prepared and to work together 
collaboratively when the worst happens (Kapucu 2008, Waugh and Streib 2006, Waugh 2009c). 
1.1.1 An Introduction to Disaster Research  
 
Disasters are constantly in the media spotlight; modern 24-hour global news coverage ensures 
that such events are transmitted almost instantaneously (Denef, Bayerl and Kaptein 2013, 
Hashim, Ishak and Ahmad 2015).  The general public, if asked, are likely to be able to recall 
events that could be termed disasters.  These may be localised such as flooding, a train crash 
or a terrorist attack.  Or something bigger, for example an earthquake, hurricane or a tsunami: 
these events may be recent or even historic with the memories passed down over generations 
(McEwan and Jones 2012).  Over time memories of these events can fade or become distorted 
and these stories pass into myth, fable and legend forming part of humanity’s social fabric.  
Disasters litter our social history, the tales of Atlantis, Sodom and Gomorrah and Vesuvius are 
widely known, but only the latter is broadly accepted as confirmed fact (Neev and Emeery 1995, 
Zhirov 2001).   
 
Human history is intertwined with disaster, but notwithstanding this disaster research is a 
relatively modern and small field, which has struggled to establish itself as an independent 
academic discipline (Tierney 2007).  Stalwarts such as Enrico Quarantelli and Russell Dynes 
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are largely credited with driving and establishing the field in the 1960s at the revered Disaster 
Research Centre, formally of the Ohio State University and now located at the University of 
Delaware (University of Delaware 2014b).  Though, earlier works such as Prince (1920), 
Sorokin (1942) and Form and Noslow (1958) contributed seminal works in the decades 
preceding.  Thus, scholarly disaster research is less than 100 years old, although there have 
been dalliances in the 18th century writings of Voltaire and Rousseau (Dynes 2000a).   
 
Disaster research is traditionally practically oriented characterised by inductive field studies and 
criticised for being somewhat theoretically limited so there is a need for “blue sky” innovation 
(Lindell 2011, Magsino 2009, Nowell and Steelman 2015, Perry and Quarantelli 2005b, 
Stallings 2006).  Given the life-saving nature of disaster research it seems that the optimum (if 
indeed one exists) would be a blended approach that combines theoretical advancement and 
practical application.  However, arguing that one approach fits all would be an attempt to limit 
and indeed restrict the field, as there is a place and value in both.  Disaster research is the new 
kid on the block; key perspectives in the formative years were systems (Barton 1969, Dynes 
1970) and natural hazards approaches (Burton, Kates and White 1978, White 1974) prior to 
the establishment of the modern field associated with the works of Quarantelli, Dynes and the 
later writings of White (Scanlon 1988).  Further perspectives have been adapted, such as 
constructivism, social tension and cohesion, race, conflict and gender: although, it has taken 
time for these to be accepted (Barton 1969, Quarantelli and Dynes 1977, Spector and Kitsuse 
1977, Tierney 2007): thus the field is somewhat of a late adopter in comparison to other 
academic disciplines.  
 
There has been a significant growth in the number of universities in the United Kingdom (UK) 
and the United States of America (US) teaching disaster and emergency management, risk and 
resilience, natural hazards, homeland security and other related subjects (Neal 2014, Tierney 
2007).  Consequently, there are more opportunities to study disaster than ever before.  So it is 
likely that the pace of research innovation will increase, and the time it takes for new ideas and 
perspectives to become accepted may decrease.  Indeed, building on the point made by Neal 
(2014) (p 3) there is a small, but increasing, number of practitioners, such as Jane Ayre (2004), 
Jennifer Cole (2010), Richard McMaster (2006, 2012) and Jelle Groenendaal (2014, 2015, 
2013), “getting PhDs whilst in the field to assist with bridging the gap”, linking theory to practice 
and vice versa.  These contributions are invaluable not just in their notable contributions to 
knowledge, but also in the validity practitioner/researchers add as they help establish the 
credibility of disaster research as an independent academic discipline, which it has struggled 
to do to a certain extent (Tierney 2007).  Furthermore, these researchers can help other 
practitioners to more readily appreciate the value and contribution academia can make in 
informing policy to develop theoretically sound and thus more effective practice, which 
historically has not always been the case (Neal and Webb 2006, Neal 2014).   
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1.1.2 Practitioner, Researcher and Academic 
 
At outset of this study the author was an emergency management practitioner and part-time 
researcher, and it was this “real-world” experience the sparked an interest in disaster research 
and Command and Control in particular.  The author’s passion for disaster management was 
sparked on September 11th 2001, a tragedy that occurred many miles from his home in 
Newcastle, England.  The 9/11 attacks occurred in New York, Washington D.C. and 
Pennsylvania in a country to which he had no discernible links.  However, the extensive media 
coverage and images of heroism coupled with a social closeness born from New York’s iconic 
status as the most filmed city in the world inspired the author to want to help (Tierney, Bevc 
and Kuligowski 2006, Winn 2013).  9/11 proved a seminal moment, a positive from a negative 
if you will, that forged both a career path and a probable life-long obsession with disaster 
research.  Following 9/11 the author enlisted in the Royal Naval Reserve (RNR) and 
volunteered with the local H.M. Coastguard (HMCG) Volunteer Life Bridge (VLB) beginning a 
journey that ultimately resulted in this study. 
1.1.2.1 Joining the Ambulance Service  
 
9/11 occurred during the author’s 2nd year of undergraduate study and the military and search 
and rescue training complimented the academic studies by enhancing personal development 
and employability.  The HMCG operational response experience included cliff and surf rescue, 
helicopter and life-boat operations, and support for other emergency services such as the 
Police, Fire and Ambulance services in a multi-agency Command and Control environment at 
a primarily “boots on the ground” level.  This experience solidified a desire to pursue a career 
in emergency management.  So upon completion of his BA (Hons) Business Administration 
degree the author joined the North East Ambulance Service (NEAS) as an Emergency Medical 
Systems Operator (EMSO) and began working in a tactical-level Emergency Operations Centre 
(EOC) taking “999” emergency calls, prioritising calls for dispatch, and providing first-aid advice 
to stabilise patients often under difficult circumstances.  Following the 1-year probation, 
advanced training in communications, computer-aided dispatch and major incident protocols 
were completed.  The role also included extensive liaison with other emergency services, 
National Health Service (NHS) organisations and both internal and external stakeholders.  It 
was here where the author became familiar with the principles of Integrated Emergency 
Management (IEM) (H.M. Government 2012a), the NEAS Major Incident Medical Management 
and Support (MIMMS) plan and supporting major incident protocols as part of the Continuing 
Professional Development (CPD) process (Advanced Life Support Group 2011).  As a 
uniformed paramilitary organisation Command and Control was very much part and parcel of 
day-to-day life within NEAS.  Whether it was as a “newbie” EMSO taking an infant cardiac arrest 
call looking across to the Senior Dispatcher or Duty Controller for protocols advice or just a 
supportive nod, or being descended upon by other officers keen to help when taking the initial 
report of a major incident, a faith in the system to provide support was imbued from day one.  
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Similarly, when major incidents occurred the palpable sense of relief when the on-call senior 
officers arrived to take command was evident within the EOC. 
 
This increased exposure to the multi-agency environment, Command and Control, and the 
coordination of emergency response across multiple organisations both day-to-day and during 
major incidents led to a heightened awareness of and interest in disaster research.  There were 
notable differences in how things were done at NEAS and HMCG, for example radio-calling 
procedures.  Though, drawn principally from the same national doctrine there were subtle 
difference in how this was applied within and across agencies, though at the time only some of 
the differences were noticeable to the author.  These day-to-day and major incident 
experiences coupled with an increasing awareness of interoperability concerns prompted the 
author to seek out further study to understand these issues further.  
1.1.2.2 Returning to Education 
 
In late September 2005 the author enrolled on the MSc Disaster Management and Sustainable 
Development programme at Northumbria University, whilst also continuing to work with both 
NEAS and HMCG on a part-time basis.  At the same time, Hurricane Katarina was ravaging 
the Gulf of Mexico in the US, devastating an area greater than the UK and killing 1,833 people 
(Fischer et al. 2006, Kapucu and Van Wart 2008).  The subsequent failed emergency response, 
which was viscerally played out in the global media (Waugh 2006), provided a contextual 
backdrop and “real world” validation (if one was actually needed) for much of the Master’s 
course.  This developed an interest in systems of emergency response, Command and Control 
and disaster sociology in particular, which formed the basis of 2 module papers that sowed the 
seeds for this study, academically speaking.  The first was a critique of the then NEAS MIMMS 
plan (Advanced Life Support Group 2011), which concluded that the plan had limited 
understanding of scale and a “the bigger it gets throw more resources at it” ethos meaning it 
was unsuitable for large-scale disasters (McAleavy 2005).  The second paper (McAleavy 2006) 
was an analysis of Hurricane Katrina using combined perspectives of risk and hazard linked to 
Command and Control (McAleavy 2006).  It posited that a contingency arrangement should be 
built within existing US Command and Control informed by Dynes’ (1981) Emergent Human 
Resource Model (EHRM), which advocates a decentralised, collaborative approach based on 
the continuity of existing socio-cultural systems.  These papers and preceding research 
theoretically sensitised the author, shaping his though processes, which combined with 
practitioner experience manifested over time leading to this doctoral study (Strauss and Corbin 
1990). 
1.1.2.3 H.M. Coastguard Search and Rescue 
 
On completion of the MSc the author had the option to return to NEAS or to take-up fulltime 
employment with HMCG.  He chose the latter and relocated to Aberdeen in the north of 
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Scotland, and began his career as a full-time HMCG Officer in May 2006.  The role included 
training in communications, search and rescue coordination, maritime operations, and 
meteorology and counter pollution based out of Maritime Rescue Coordination Centre (MRCC), 
now Coastguard Operations Centre (COC) Aberdeen.  Also, secondments with both the Royal 
Air Force (RAF) and Royal Navy (RN) Search and Rescue helicopter flights and aboard the 
HMCG counter pollution and salvage vessel the Anglian Prince were undertaken to broaden 
knowledge, along with various cross-training activities with lifeboat crews, cliff-rescue teams 
and other agencies.  Significant operational experience was gained working alongside multi-
agency partners, the commercial and leisure maritime communities as well as the local 
community.  Valuable major incident experience was gained during the abandonment of the 
Ocean Guardian oil platform, which caught fire causing the evacuation of 37 oil-workers in 2007 
(Malkin 2007).  And, the loss of the Bourbon Dolphin that capsized in 2007 whilst conducting 
anchor-handling operations for the Transocean Rather with the loss of 8 lives including the 
ship’s Master and his 14-year-old son, which added further experience (Couttie 2014a, Couttie 
2014b).  
1.1.2.4 Local Government Emergency Management  
 
In mid-2008 the author left HMCG to join the County Durham and Darlington Civil Contingencies 
Unit (CCU), which at the time was part of the County Durham and Darlington Fire and Rescue 
service.  Although, the CCU provided emergency management services for and on behalf of 7 
District and a County Council, prior to local government unitarisation (Game 2010).   After the 
formation of the new unitary Durham County Council in 2009 the CCU transferred from the Fire 
service into the new local government organisation.  Initially, as an entry level Civil 
Contingencies Officer (CCO) the author was introduced to the day-to-day world of multi-agency 
emergency planning and management.  This involved developing emergency plans, designing, 
participating in and a facilitating training, exercising and validation activities in a multi-agency 
context within the Local Resilience Forum (LRF).  This brought together key responder 
organisations to plan for, respond to and recover from emergencies (H.M. Government 2004c).  
This involvement exposed the author to a wide array of inter and intra-organisational 
perspectives, opinions and politics generally, though not always, in the name of the greater 
good.  The day-to-day preparedness work was also interspersed with a number of major 
incidents.  Memorably, being deployed without a translator to manage an Emergency Rest 
Centre for 63 Chinese and Chinese/Canadian tourists that had been evacuated at 02:00 due 
to a hotel fire, and only 2 of which spoke passable English (Burton 2008).  To build on this 
growing knowledge, the author enrolled at the former University of Glamorgan, now University 
of South Wales combining his studies with his full-time career, commencing this doctoral study 
in mid-2009. 
 
As time passed, opportunities for advancement opened up and the author was promoted to 
Senior Civil Contingencies Officer (SCCO) in late 2009 then Assistant Civil Contingences 
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Manager (ACCM) soon after.  This came with more leadership responsibilities both internally 
within the CCU and council, and externally within the LRF.  Liaison with senior Police, Fire and 
Ambulance officers, elected officials and the community become a daily activity as was 
responding to emergencies and major incidents at the Tactical (Silver) level as well as the 
operational (bronze) level of the UK Gold Silver and Bronze (GSB) local Command and Control 
framework (Arbuthnot 2008, Groenendaal, Helsloot and Scholtens 2013, Hills 1994, Pearce 
and Fortune 1995).  An important function of the role was often translating “blue-light” 
emergency services terminology, culture and practice into a format that local government non-
specialists could understand.  Also, during the most serious major incidents the author acted 
as a tactical or strategic advisor to the Chief Executive or Deputy Chief Executive, which again 
had an element of translation and cultural sensitivity to support the integrated emergency 
response.  
 
The author took command of the CCU assuming the role of Civil Contingencies Manager (CCM) 
in late 2011 gaining invaluable senior leadership experience at a relatively young age, which 
was challenging on occasions.  For example, being mistaken for the tea boy at a meeting as all 
the other attendees were a good 20-25 years senior, and other slightly ageist experiences.  Or 
being berated for using overly “academic” language to highlight an emerging risk that was then 
dismissed as science fiction (solar weather), that subsequently appeared a few months later 
on the UK National Risk Register (NRR) (Cabinet Office 2015).  However, the most invaluable 
experience was the increased exposure to multi-agency working within the GSB Command and 
Control framework at all levels.  This included the Strategic (Gold) level during both exercises, 
and “real-world” major incidents such as the Stiller’s COMAH chemical plant fire in 2010 
(Northern Echo Online 2010) and sadly, working with partner-agencies on the search and 
recovery of a 8 year-old boy lost in the River Wear in 2012, and leading the community support 
initiative following the death (Daily Mail 2012). 
 
The collective experience of Command and Control across HMCG, RNR, NEAS and CCU were 
important in shaping this study.  They informed both the research philosophy (discussed later) 
and the author’s current role as Senior Lecturer and Course Director – Disaster Management 
at Coventry University, where the blend of practical field experience and academic research 
shapes his teaching pedagogy.  Please note, this narrative is not included as a “hey look at 
how experienced I am” as there are many practitioners and academics with more experience 
and indeed expertise.  Rather, the discussion herein is critical to understanding the author’s 
motivation and the conceptualisation of the study as it illustrates how the author has 
experienced Command and Control at multiple-levels across a broad range of scenarios.  
These include maritime and medical emergencies, hazardous materials (HAZMAT) and 
Chemical Biological Radiological Nuclear (CBRN) incidents, transport accidents and severe 
weather such as flooding and snow storms, amongst others.  This experience, gained both in 
and out of uniform, required considerable training in what should ostensibly be the same thing, 
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multi-agency emergency response.  However, it was not the same, there were similarities in 
principles, terminology and practice, and culture and sometimes language but it was not 
consistently the same.  The author was required to unlearn or relearn in slightly different ways 
what had been taught and practiced elsewhere, sometimes even within the same organisation.  
In terms of interoperability, of organisations working together (Pollock 2015), this raised 
questions in respects of Command and Control due to the vital and central role this function 
plays within emergency management in both the UK and the US.  
 
Consider the phrase “take them down”, which can conceivably be issued over a radio within 
the hierarchical chain of command (Adey and Anderson 2012).  To a coastguard it can mean 
take a survivor down a cliff, to a police officer it can mean to subdue and arrest a suspect, to a 
judge in a court of law it means take the defendant from the dock to the cells, and to the military 
it can mean to neutralise as in kill a hostile.  However, despite the use of the same language, 
English, its meaning can be contextually specific; it can actually be understood and have 
different meaning to different people and organisations.  Emergency response is inherently 
multi-organisational; numerous agencies can be involved, and they may (or may not in an 
international disaster) speak the same language and use the same terminology, policies and 
procedures.  However, simply talking the same language or using the same terminology does 
not guarantee communication as something more is required to ensure understanding (Garber 
2008).  Forcing dissimilar organisations to adopt standardised Command and Control “is 
problematic because it ignores the great diversity among organizational cultures” (Neal and 
Webb 2006) (p 274).  These factors intrigued the author, having experienced Command and 
Control in different guises, in different uniforms and indeed wearing no uniform at all.  And, also 
having undergone command training with each organisation, which was slightly different and 
gauged to the requirements of the particular role and organisation this led to a question, if 
practitioners were actually understanding Command and Control in a uniformed manner? 
1.1.3 Comparative Studies of Emergency Management 
 
This is a comparative study of emergency management in the UK and the US, specifically of 
the Command and Control frameworks used to respond to disaster.  The comparative method 
was selected as it is somewhat underappreciated in the field but is becoming increasingly 
relevant as “we lack understanding of disasters and emergency management institutions 
around the world” (McEntire and Mathis 2007) (p 1).  Furthermore, the significance of disaster 
is more clearly understood from an international and comparative perspective as it provides a 
broader and more comprehensive view on which to base future policy (Dynes 1988).  McEntire 
(2010) (p 12) argued that there have been a limited number of studies that adopted a 
comparative perspective, meaning there is scope for further studies using this approach. 
 
Dynes (1988), whilst providing a broader summary of disaster research cites the early 
comparative studies that followed the 1953 northern European floods that affected a number of 
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countries including parts of the Netherlands and the UK as important contributions.  Similarly, 
Clifford’s (1956) study of communities following a major flood of the Rio Grande river that 
affected Eagle Pass, Texas and Piedras, Mexico, which concluded that pre-disaster behaviour 
informed post disaster behaviour contravening earlier beliefs, and, McLuckie’s (1970) 
dissertation on “response to comparable stress situations in Italy, Japan and the United States”, 
cited in (Dynes 1988) (p 104), noted the link between increased centralisation of political and 
administrative decision-making in the emergency phase in Japan and Italy and delayed 
decision making have furthered our understanding of disaster through the use of comparative 
approaches.  Other researchers have employed this approach, for example Mileti (1983) and 
Perry and Hirotada (1983) have contributed sociologically focused natural hazards studies.  
More recently Chang (2007) undertook a comparison of Taiwanese and US emergency medical 
systems (EMS) and Rake and Eivind (2009) conducted a study of incident commanders in 
Norway, Sweden and Bosnia-Herzegovina.  
 
Comparative studies are growing in their importance, and will likely continue to do so.  The UK 
and US are looked to for best practice as much of the research stems from North America, 
Europe and Australasia, and whilst this transfer of knowledge is positive in ensuring other 
countries are better prepared we have a duty to strive to understand our own emergency 
management in greater depth and to continuously improve (Drabek 2004, Dynes 2004, 
McEntire 2004).  Furthermore, there are intrinsic risks with simply exporting emergency 
management expertise so comparative research is of the utmost importance to the preservation 
of life (McEntire 2010).  Trainor and Velotti (2013) (p 38) argue, “the broad and increasingly 
important range of topics in disaster management implies we need to dig further”.  Accordingly, 
this study is focused on digging further into the minds of practitioners, through novel means, to 
learn more about a critical theme within practice.  
1.1.4 A Study of Command and Control 
 
Command and Control, defined as “the exercise of authority and direction by the properly 
designated commander over assigned and attached forces in the accomplishment of the 
mission” (Alberts and Hayes 2006) (p 32), is central to both UK and US emergency 
management.  It is enshrined in legislation and policy in the form of the UK Civil Contingencies 
Act (CCA) 2004 (H.M. Government 2004b) and the US National Incident Management System 
(NIMS) (Department of Homeland Security 2008).  It is used to enforce the law, fight fires and 
to treat the sick on a daily basis, as well as for multi-organisational coordination when disaster 
strikes so it can be described as being at the heart of emergency management.  However, it “is 
not a universally applicable organizational form” (Trainor 2004) (p vii).  It is inherently multi-
agency encompassing a range of organisations, and often the wider community.  Indeed, the 
breadth of social interaction often includes local, regional/state, national and international 
representatives depending on the scale of the disaster (Curnin et al. 2015).  The exact make-
up of a specific Command and Control framework is highly dynamic and is dependent on the 
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nature and scale of the particular incident being responded to (Curnin et al. 2015).  The network 
of organisations that responded to the 7th July 2005 terrorist bombings in London (Herrera-
Restrepo et al. In Pres, Kapucu, Yuldahsev and Arslan 2010, Stationary Office 2005) was 
different to that established during the severe flooding experienced across the UK in winter of 
2015 to 2016 (Environment Agency 2016, Houghton et al. 2006).  Similarly, the US response 
to Hurricane Sandy in 2012 (Federal Emergency Management Agency 2013a) was different to 
that following the San Bernardino, California shootings in 2015 (Bernstein 2015).  This 
highlights the supposed flexible nature of existing Command and Control frameworks.  Namely, 
the UK GSB structure (Hills 1994, Pearce and Fortune 1995), which is the local level of the 
national Command and Control framework outlined in the “Responding to Emergencies: The 
UK Central Government Response Concept of Operations (CONOPS)” document (H.M. 
Government 2013a).  In the US, there is the Incident Command System (ICS), which forms part 
of the National Incident Management System (NIMS) (Department of Homeland Security 2008, 
Jensen and Thompson 2015).  These frameworks are integral to emergency management, thus 
Command and Control is a prime research candidate due to its critical nature. 
1.1.5 Research into Command and Control  
 
The both the UK GSB and US ICS frameworks were developed in the 1970s; the UK version 
was developed by the Police service for civil unrest and the US system by the Fire service to 
more effectively deal with wildfire (Adey and Anderson 2012, Hills 1994, Jensen and Waugh 
2014, Moynihan 2007).  Research into the use of Command and Control actually predates the 
current frameworks, as these systems are manifestations of Command and Control 
methodology built on Weberian principals and the associated hierarchical autocratic 
management style drawn from military origins (Boersma et al. 2014, McEntire 2015, 
Tannenbaum and Schmidt 1973, Waugh 2009c).  Revered classical disaster scholars such as 
Dynes, Kreps, Quarantelli and Wenger, have long criticised the use of Command and Control 
as being inappropriate for disaster response, citing an over-focus on situational awareness, 
centralisation, slow decision-making, hierarchies and bureaucracy as some of the key systemic 
failings (Dynes, Quarantelli and Kreps 1972, Dynes and Quarantelli 1975, Dynes, Quarantelli 
and Kreps 1981, Dynes 1983, Dynes 1994, Quarantelli 1988, Quarantelli 2002, Quarantelli 
2006, Wenger, Quarantelli and Dynes 1990).  Though, despite the limitations noted in 
academia, Dynes (1994) (p 142) states it is the dominant model and McEntire (2015) (p 112) 
the traditional model of emergency management, as the approach has become firmly 
embedded as the framework of choice in practice.   
 
Perspectives on Command and Control differ (Trainor 2004), Cole (2000) enthuses “few 
innovations in recent years have had more impact on the emergency services than the 
introduction and widespread adoption of the Incident Command System (ICS) for managing 
emergencies of all types”.  Though, more contemporary research suggests that the 
implementation of NIMS, of which ICS is a part, is varied and the actual potential for 
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standardisation, which is often considered the panacea of policy goals is limited (Jensen 2010b, 
Jensen 2011, Jensen and Youngs 2015).  Indeed, numerous authors positively cite Command 
and Control (Bigley and Roberts 2001, Buck, Trainor and Aguirre 2006, Jensen and Thompson 
2015, Moynihan 2009): whilst, Comfort (2007), Dynes (1981, 1994), O’Leary and Blomgren-
Bingham (2009) and Waugh (2009c) argue for more a collaborative approaches.  Practitioners 
generally view the approach favourably (Groenendaal, Helsloot and Scholtens 2013, Moynihan 
2009, Trainor 2004, Trainor 2004) though, Neal (2014), Groenendaal, Helsloot and Scholtens 
(2013) and Leonard and Howitt (2010) point out that there are few studies underpinning 
practitioner assertions that Command and Control is effective in the face of disaster.  
Furthermore, NIMS, the capstone of US federal emergency management policy, is not informed 
by rigorous academic research, which illustrates a significant gap in both knowledge and 
knowledge-transfer, which needs to be addressed as a matter of urgency (CDRSS 2006, Neal 
and Webb 2006, Neal 2014).   
 
Development of Command and Control practice is continuing around the developed world, 
countries such as China and Japan given their extensive disaster experience are focusing on 
systemic development; whereas western countries are building flexibility within their respective 
frameworks (Boersma et al. 2014).  In addition to the growing body of journal literature there 
are also an increasing number of doctoral studies.  These include Jensen’s (2010b) study of 
NIMS implementation behaviour, Chang’s (2015) analysis of the Incident Command System 
(ICS), and Alteneiji’s (2015) comparative study of Command and Control in the UK, US and 
Australia to develop United Arab Emirates (UAE) emergency management.  These notable 
contributions are part of an increasing cohort of international researchers focused on Command 
and Control: a dedicated interest group within what is already a highly specialist and relatively 
small academic community (Tierney 2007).  
1.1.5.1 Interoperability 
 
Interoperability is seemingly vital to Command and Control, much like the notion of 
standardisation it is often viewed in aspirational terms.   The more interoperable the better the 
response, though this has sometimes proven ineffective when faced with disaster.  Indeed, UK 
emergency services struggled during the fuel crisis and floods of 2000 and the foot and mouth 
crisis of 2001, which contributed in part to significant legislative change (O'Brien and Read 
2005, Pollock 2013).  The UK Joint Emergency Services Interoperability Programme, 
colloquially known as JESIP, defined interoperability as “the extent to which organisations can 
work together coherently as a matter of routine” (H.M. Government 2013h) (p 2).  The idea of 
interoperability is a noble one, though it is perhaps idealistic in the context of a truly catastrophic 
event as the notion that organisations can effectively share accurate information and maintain 
accurate communications is likely unrealistic (Bissell 2013, Quarantelli 2002, Quarantelli 2006).  
Furthermore, it is often reduced to a technological issue concerned with radios, talk-groups and 
repeaters when in fact it is so much more (Cole 2010).   
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The JESIP framework does encompass a broader remit including doctrine and organisation, 
operational communications, shared situational awareness, and training and exercising, and 
the work stream has produced the “Joint Doctrine: the Interoperability Framework” which has 
been adopted by the Police, Fire and Ambulances services in the UK (H.M. Government 2013h, 
Pollock 2013).  However, disasters affect a much wider range of stakeholders so the Joint 
Doctrine is but a drop in the ocean when it comes to disasters that affect the whole of the 
community (Kapucu 2015).  Whilst, JESIP and the Joint Doctrine are a welcome addition further 
work is needed.  Accordingly, this study was designed to complement and indeed build upon 
JESIP with a comparative international perspective, and though located within the 
communications domain the research pushes interoperability beyond the technology 
perspective addressing Cole’s (2010) concerns.  That said, the notion that interoperability and 
central coordination are required has been rejected (Helsloot 2008a, Scholtens 2008), and the 
underlying assumptions of the Command and Control model have been questioned 
(Groenendaal, Helsloot and Scholtens 2013, McAleavy 2010), necessitating this and further 
research.  
1.1.6 The Parameters of the Study 
 
Given the dominance of Command and Control in practice (Dynes 1994), this study focused on 
engendering a deeper and more critical understanding of Command and Control by developing 
an innovative and novel communicative framework to enhance interoperability for emergency 
management organisations.  The need to work together may seem obvious in the face of a 
disaster, though it has been questioned (Helsloot 2008a).  Indeed, failures to do so, and many 
other problems, were viscerally demonstrated by the US response to Hurricane Katrina in 2005 
(Holguin-Veras et al. 2007, Kapucu 2006, Waugh 2006), and the international response to the 
Haitian earthquake in 2010 (Coles, Zhuang and Yates 2012, Steinman et al. 2012).  Thus, it is 
necessary to develop a more critical and in-depth understanding of Command and Control 
beyond a policy or definitional perspective because it is so central to practice.  To achieve this, 
the study engaged senior UK and US practitioners drawn from key organisations at all levels of 
the UK and US Command and Control frameworks.  Participants included the UK Civil 
Contingencies Secretariat (CCS) and Resilience and Emergencies Division (RED), and the US 
Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA), and a State Emergency Management 
Agency along with key local emergency managers from the Police, Fire, Ambulance services, 
and Local Government.  Please note: individual participant and in some cases organisation 
names and roles were withheld to ensure anonymity (Bryman and Bell 2011).   
 
Through the innovative application of metaphor in both the linguistic and visual domain this 
study developed learning tools to enable academia to be infused into practice in a novel but 
meaningful way to more effectively link theory and practice (Banks and Zeitlyn 2015, Ortony 
1998).  Metaphors are “ways of talking and thinking about one domain in terms of another, and 
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constitute one of the primary ways of framing and understanding the world of organizations”, 
and they have significant communicative power (Cornelissen and Kafouros 2008b) (p 987).  
They provided a mechanism to filter research into practice so that in the future key policies such 
as NIMS/ICS and GSB can be more grounded in scholarly research, and thus more effective 
in future disasters.  This study harnessed novel methodology to unlock the mind’s eye, using 
the power of metaphor to advance knowledge of Command and Control based on the 
interpretations of key international practitioners to develop much needed learning tools.   
1.2 Aim & Objectives 
1.2.1 Aim 
 
The aim of this study was to: “Identify linguistic and visual metaphorical interpretations of 
Command and Control held by British and American emergency management practitioners in 
order to enhance multi-agency interoperability”  
1.2.2 Objectives 
 
This study contained 6 key Objectives: 
 
1. Develop a comprehensive literature review focused on Command and Control within U.K. and 
U.S. emergency management 
2. Assess the relevance of Morgan’s (2007) organisational metaphors to U.K. and U.S. emergency 
management 
3. Produce linguistic and visual data that encapsulates emergency management practitioner’s 
views on Command and Control 
4. Identify linguistic and visual metaphors of Command and Control used by UK and US emergency 
management practitioners  
5. Compare and contrast the findings inter and intra country to identify patterns and trends 
6. Develop a suite of learning tools to enhance critical understanding of Command and Control 
1.3 Overview of the Study 
 
Chapter 2 reviews the literature placing the study in the historic context of disaster, disaster 
research and scholarship.  It investigates emergency management and Command and 
Control’s links to broader society, and the relevant specialist literature to address Objective 1.  
Chapter 3 outlines the philosophical location of the interpretative research strategy, detailing 
the primarily inductive mixed methods approach used within the field-study.  Chapter 4 reviews 
the linguistic and visual findings and, chapter 5 discusses the significance of the said findings, 
which collectively address Objectives 2, 3, 4, 5 & 6.  Chapter 6 reflects on the research drawing 
out and reviewing the contributions to knowledge posited, makes recommendations and 
presents opportunities for future research.  The study then closes with the author’s personal 
reflections on the research process.   
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2 Disaster, Disaster Research and Emergency 
Management 
2.1 Purpose of the Literature Review  
 
The purpose of this chapter is to provide rationale and validation for the study, and to locate it 
within the broader discipline and practice, both in national and international contexts specific to 
emergency management in the United Kingdom (UK) and the United States of America (US) 
(Hamilton and Clare 2004, Webster and Watson 2002).  A thematic framework has been 
constructed that follows the direction set by the Aim of the study, noted below, which supports 
the development of a coherent literature review and the achievement of Objective 1: 
 
The Aim of the study is to: “Identify linguistic and visual metaphorical interpretations of 
Command and Control held by British and American emergency management practitioners in 
order to enhance multi-agency interoperability” 
   
This chapter reviews literature and theory that are relevant to the scope and Aim of the study, 
principally the metaphorical interpretation of Command and Control by emergency 
management practitioners.  It explores the role of theory and theorising within the field of 
emergency management.  The Theoretical Framework is summarised at the close of the 
chapter, and informs the Central Research Question (CRQ) and Supporting Research 
Questions (SRQ).  The themes covered address the Aim and research questions focusing on 
interpretations of Command and Control in both the linguistic and visual domain through 
language and metaphor. 
2.1.1 Scope of the Chapter 
 
Defining the scope of the literature review is a critical step, too broad and focus may be lost but 
too narrow and it may not be possible to fully contextualise the problem within the discipline 
(Randolph 2009).  Cooper’s “Taxonomy of Literature Reviews” (1988) proposes 4 coverage 
strategies that assist the researcher with defining the scoping process as outlined below: 
 
1. Exhaustive Review:  To locate and consider every piece of research on a certain topic. 
2. Exhaustive Review with Selective Citation: The population of the exhaustive review 
is bounded so the number of articles to review is manageable. 
3. Representative Sample: To consider a representative sample of articles and make 
inferences about the entire population of articles from the sample. 
4. Purposive Sample:  Examine only the pivotal articles in the field. 
 
This review adopted a “purposive” strategy enabling the author to clearly define the research 
problem and develop the CRQ by positioning the study within its discipline and broader 
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theoretical domains whilst also demonstrating command of the relevant literature (Cooper 
1988).  Randolph (2009) cautions with such an approach it is key to convince the reader the 
selected literature is central or pivotal to the field, and just as important that those not chosen 
are not central or pivotal.  The “purposive” strategy was the starting point only.  Key literature 
was reviewed, reference lists were interrogated to determine which of those were deemed 
relevant, these were found, the reference lists were examined, and the process was repeated 
until a point of saturation was reached, and no new literature came to light; thus ensuring 
appropriate coverage of the relevant materials (Randolph 2009). 
 
Literature was accessed in numerous ways.  The libraries at Coventry, Durham, Northumbria 
and South Wales Universities were the primary gateways to literature (Fu 1996).  Specialist 
emergency and disaster management libraries within the School of Energy, Construction and 
Environment at Coventry University, the world-renowned E.L. Quarantelli Resource Collection 
at the University of Delaware’s Disaster Research Center (University of Delaware 2014a), the 
Institute of Hazard Risk and Resilience at Durham University (Durham University 2014), the 
Disaster and Development Centre at Northumbria University (Northumbria University 2014a), 
and the Library and Information Centre at the Emergency Planning College (Emergency 
Planning College N.D.), also provided gateways to specialist literature (Fu 1996).  The 
“Coventry Locate”, “Google” and “Google-Scholar” search engines coupled with the “Scopus” 
and “Science Direct” bibliographic databases were used as primary electronic gateways into 
the broader academic literature.   
 
A combination of these sources, supported by appropriate key-words, outlined in Fig 2.1, 
ensured the identification and collation of relevant literature was effective in meeting the 
objective of situating this study within the broader literature and validated the need for this work 
(Hamilton and Clare 2004, McCabe and Timmins 2005, Randolph 2009, Rocco and Plakhotnik 
2009, Steward 2004).   
2.1.2 Literature Review Keyword Lexicon 
 
Fig 2-1: Literature Review Keyword Lexicon  
1.  Emergency Management 
2.  Disaster Management 
3.  Civil Contingencies 
4.  Command, Control and Coordination 
5.  Emergency Response 
6.  Interoperability 
7.  Terminology 
8.  Gold, Silver and Bronze Commands 
9.  National Incident Management System 
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10.  Incident Command System 
11.  Multi-Agency Coordination 
12.  Metaphor – Linguistic, Organisations and Visual 
  
Appropriate key words are the foundation of an effective search but the selection process is 
complex, time consuming and needs considerable thought (McCabe and Timmins 2005).  
Consequently, the keyword lexicon was continuously monitored and revised to ensure its 
appropriateness throughout this study (Bell 2010).  
2.1.3 Literature Introduction 
 
Literature was gathered from many sources encompassing academic journals, books and 
practitioner materials.  Journal articles were critical as they are subjected to rigorous peer-
review to assure quality; this is pertinent in the developing field of emergency management 
where new concepts of thinking are much needed (Neal 2014, Quarantelli 1993, St Petersburg 
College 2015).  Historically disaster journals do not achieve high impact-factors as they are 
highly specialist and readership is often smaller than in other main-stream subjects.  
Consequently, the literature is fragmented across multiple thematic journals as academics try 
to secure the highest possible impact-factor.  Disaster may be the central focus of an article or 
a secondary domain: for example, Professor Duncan Shaw of Warwick University who is known 
for his work in Operational Research (OR) where much of his work uses disasters as a foil to 
develop OR theory and can be found in relevant OR journals such as the European Journal of 
Operational Research (Greece, Shaw and Hayashi 2013, Greece, Shaw and Hayashi 2015).  
As a result disaster literature is found not only in emergency and disaster journals, but also, in 
business, management, politics, medical and health, OR, public administration, natural 
hazards, urban planning and sociology journals etc.  Fig 2.2 provides an overview of the key-
journals cited, though please note, it does not list all journal citations rather, in keeping with the 
“purposive” strategy it lists the key journals for indicative purposes. 
 
Fig 2-2: Key Journals Cited 
Title Theme 
1. Disasters Disasters and Emergencies 
2. Disaster Prevention and Management Disasters and Emergencies 
3. Journal of Business Continuity and 
Emergency Management 
Disasters and Emergencies 
 
4. Journal of Contingencies and Crisis 
Management 
Disasters and Emergencies 
5. Journal of Emergency Management Disasters and Emergencies 
6. Journal of Homeland Security and 
Emergency Management 
Disasters and Emergencies 
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7. International Journal of Mass 
Emergencies and Disasters 
Disasters and Emergencies 
8. Resilience  Disasters and Emergencies 
9. The Australian Journal of Emergency 
Management 
Disasters and Emergencies 
10. Journal of Hazardous Materials  Hazards 
11. Natural Hazards Hazards 
12. Natural Hazards Review Hazards 
13. International Review of Public 
Administration  
Public Administration 
14. Journal of Public Administration 
Research and Theory 
Public Administration 
15. Journal of Public Management  and 
Social Policy 
Public Administration 
16. Academy of Management  Business and Management 
17. Journal of World Business Business and Management 
18. Journal of Management Studies Business and Management 
19. Technological Forecasting and Social 
Change 
Innovation and Forecasting (Social 
Sciences) 
20. Academic Emergency Medicine Medical and Health 
21. International Emergency Nursing  Medical and Health 
22. Pre-hospital and Disaster Medicine  Medical and Health 
23. Resuscitations Medical and Health 
24. Politics Politics 
25. Political Geography  Politics 
2.1.4 Synopsis and Logic of the Chapter  
 
This chapter critically evaluates perspectives of “what is a disaster?” to locate this study within 
an extensive and diverse body of literature while also clarifying key terminology (Alexander 
2005, Quarantelli 1998).  Relevant literature is used to demonstrate that disaster is a vague 
and misunderstood term, which seemingly means different things to different people and 
organisations.  For example, Bridgend County Council inter-changeably cites disaster, major 
incident and emergency as one in the same suggesting a lack of understanding within the field 
(Bridgend County Borough Council 2013).  At first the consequences of this may not seem 
obvious; however, the literature demonstrates the critical impact of this vagueness.  Discussion 
of a range of societally familiar physical disaster-scales focused on natural hazards providing 
a lead into the lesser-known social disaster-scales, which demonstrate everyday emergencies, 
disasters and catastrophes are qualitatively different.  However, as will be seen, these social 
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scales are not widely known beyond a small sub-section of academics despite having the 
potential to radically alter views and practices.    
 
The origins of disaster within mythology, religion and society are explored to establish the 
geological and social timelessness of disaster and demonstrate the concept’s significance to 
humanity.  This is in contrast to the comparative infancy of disaster research, the emergence 
and evolution of which is evaluated to reveal the almost oxymoronic position in which humanity 
has been afflicted by disaster since human existence began but have seemingly only been 
studying them academically for less than 100 years and planning for them in co-ordinated ways 
less so (Scanlon 1988, Steward 2004).  The chapter then focuses on a critical evaluation of the 
origins, development and entrenchment of Command and Control within civil and military 
contexts to demonstrate a seemingly historic societal comfort with being told what to do by 
others, primarily because some people simply “don’t know any better” (Spolsky 2006).  
Command and Control’s application within emergency management is relatively new, and the 
favour it carries is seemingly fervent and has largely ignored academic criticism of its 
effectiveness (CDRSS 2006, Jensen and Waugh 2014, McEntire 2015, Neal and Philips 1995, 
Quarantelli 2002, Schneider 1992, Waugh 2009c).  Relevant legislation, policy, guidance and 
practice are contrasted to academic literature, and critiqued to viscerally demonstrate 
limitations of Command and Control.  These rise from a "one-size fits all" philosophy built on a 
limited conceptualisation of scale, whereby the bigger the scale the more resources are 
required.  As the scale increases the resource requirements become untenable, supplies 
become less likely and more unsustainable impeding Command and Control (Bissell 2013, 
McAleavy 2010).   
 
A critical review of relevant management and organisations theory follows, and situates the 
study within the culture, identity and metaphor domains to develop a broad-based theoretical 
critique of Command and Control.  The summation of the Theoretical Framework is a 
systematic locating of this study within historic, practical and theoretical contexts to 
demonstrate the limitations of Command and Control (Dynes, Quarantelli and Kreps 1972, 
Quarantelli 2002).  The origins and evolution of UK and US emergency management closes 
the chapter.  This critical evaluation demonstrates the centrality of Command and Control to 
practice and the relative newness of both the underpinning research base, legislative and policy 
structures and the actual Command and Control frameworks, which are firmly entrenched in 
law and policy despite significant known limitations within the academic community 
(Department of Homeland Security 2008, H.M. Government 2004c). 
2.2 What is Disaster? 
 
The early 21st century has been a testing time for practitioners, as the world has become an 
increasingly turbulent and disastrous place (Bissell 2013).  Phrases such as emergency, 
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disaster and catastrophe permeate the global media on an increasingly frequent basis, with 
these words being used inter-changeably (Kapucu 2006, Kapucu and Van Wart 2006).  The 
events of 9/11 (2001) are arguably of a significantly smaller physical and geographic scale than 
either the Indian Ocean tsunami (2004) or the Sichuan earthquake (2008), however, these are 
all cited as both disaster and catastrophe, as there is no universally accepted definition of such 
terms (Quarantelli 1998, Shaluf, Ahmadun and Said 2003).  Beyond an emotive similarity, is 
disaster the same as catastrophe; are they both emergencies or are they something different?  
It may be argued that current understanding is perhaps interpretive as these terms mean 
different things to different people; leading to questions of “what is disaster?” and “what actually 
is it that practitioners are planning for?” (Blaikie 2004a, Livesey 2012).   
2.2.1 Defining Disaster  
 
It is important to consider the different perspectives on disaster, beginning with initial scope and 
context leading into discussion of formal definitions adopted by the United Nations (UN), the 
World Health Organisation (WHO) and the European Union (EU) as these are arguably 3 of the 
most influential organisations within the international emergency management arena.  The 
focus will then concentrate on academic perspectives, and then UK and US emergency 
management as the principal countries of focus in order to illustrate the divergence of views, 
and clarify the perspective adopted within this particular study.  The UK and the US share a 
special relationship, and as will be discussed there are similarities and differences in their 
respective approaches in terms of their legislation; policy and practice that are not currently 
being fully explored presenting unique and innovative research opportunities (Kapucu 2010, 
McEntire 2008, Woolner 2011). 
 
The author is not seeking to develop a universal definition; indeed this is beyond the scope of 
this study.  Quarantelli (1998) (p225) states “to be concerned by what is meant by the term 
disaster is not to engage in some useless or pointless academic exercise”: this resonates 
closely with the emergency management ethos of saving lives, thus studies such as this should 
seek a balance between theoretical and practical contributions (Lindell 2011).  The discussion 
and critique herein is to locate this study within the relevant literature and clarify the meaning 
of key phrases and terminology as they relate to this study.  The following discussion is 
designed to promote a critical mind-set: questioning the effectiveness of existing UK and US 
Command and Control frameworks.  Please note: this study adopts Quarantelli’s (2006) 
perspective that every day “emergencies”, “disasters” and “catastrophes” are different social 
entities (see Fig 2.4).  For convenience, within this study the term disaster will be used without 
quotation marks to refer generically to such events.  However, to ensure clarity the author will 
cite the levels of Quarantelli’s typology in quotation marks to signify that these terms and 
meanings are being used at any given point. 
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2.2.2 What is Disaster? 
 
The word disaster is drawn from the Latin word astrum meaning star; as ancients believed 
earthquakes and volcanoes etc were mandated by the heavens leading over time to the view 
of disaster as an “Act of God” (Schenk 2007, Zibulewsky 2001).  Society is thus considered a 
victim; helpless to prevent disaster, as it is perceived as being God’s will (Loimer and Guanieri 
1996).  This traditional religious interpretation has largely been rejected as the field has moved 
towards physical and social sciences perspectives (Steinberg 2006, Wijkman 1984).   
 
The UN’s International Strategy for Disaster Reduction (UNISDR) defines disaster as “a serious 
disruption of the functioning of a community or society involving widespread human, material, 
economic or environmental losses and impacts, which exceeds the ability of the affected 
community or society to cope using its own resources” (United Nations 2007).  The World 
Health Organisation (WHO) adopts a less clear position, citing 3 separate interpretations, which 
is perhaps indicative of an organisational acceptance that disaster is not a homogenous 
concept.  The 1st is the aforementioned ISDR definition (World Health Organisation 2014).  The 
2nd is the Centre for Research on the Epidemiology of Disasters (CRED), definition as a 
“situation or event, which overwhelms local capacity, necessitating requests for national or 
international level external assistance” (Centre for Research on the Epidemiology of Disasters 
2009).  The 3rd views disaster as “a term describing an event that can be defined spatially and 
geographically, but that demands observation to produce evidence.  It implies the interaction of 
an external stressor with a human community and it carries the implicit concept of non-
manageability” (World Health Organisation 2014).  Conversely, the European Union (EU) Civil 
Protection Mechanism does not define disaster; instead States can decide when they want to 
make an appeal for support and for what situations (House of Lords 2009).  This implies there 
is no consensus across these 3 key-international organisations.  There are similarities related 
to the overwhelming of local coping capacity, a central trait in these perspectives (Kreps 1984, 
Wachtendorf, Brown and Holguin-Veras 2013).  However, this lack of consensus suggests 
current understanding has a considerable subjective element to it. 
 
The question “what is disaster?” was a key theme within field in the late 1990s - early 2000s 
(Perry and Quarantelli 2005b, Quarantelli 1998).  The driving principle was an emphasis on the 
exchange of ideas to gauge consensus about what disasters are, and also differentiating the 
use of definitions as a basis for government action (Perry and Quarantelli 2005a).  Much of the 
debate appears to be influenced by the media as a communicative power and influence on the 
modern world (Scanlon 2005).  Numerous definitions have been adopted around the world.  
These share common themes and are useful working definitions that suit their particular needs 
(Emergency Management Australia 1998, International Federation of the Red Cross and Red 
Crescent Societies 2012).  However, wider discussion is beyond the scope of this study so 
focus will instead concentrate on academic, UK and US perspectives. 
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Disaster can be defined in a multitude of ways; either natural or man-made (Disasterium 2013).  
Tansel (1995) cites earthquake, tornado, hurricane, hailstorm, blizzard, avalanche, landslide, 
meteorite, drought, flood, epidemic, fire and energy interruption as types of natural disasters, 
and riot, nuclear accident, hazardous material spill, terrorism, sabotage, product tampering and 
war as types of man-made disaster.  Interestingly, Tansel (1995) considers flood, fire, energy 
interruption as potentially both natural and man-made disasters, which highlights the limitations 
of this approach.  Arguably, this reflects the blurring lines between natural and man-made 
disasters.  
 
A range of perspectives are brought together within the seminal book “What is Disaster? 
Perspectives on the Question” (Quarantelli 1998).  Gilbert (1998) outlines 3 disaster paradigms: 
patterns of war, social vulnerability and uncertainty and, Kreps (1998) defines disaster as 
systematic event and social catalyst.  Dombrowsky (1998) refers to disaster as a collapse of 
cultural protections, and Porfiriev (1998) highlights the subtle differences in the meaning of 
disaster, which vary substantially in dictionaries of foreign languages.  This dialogue amongst 
esteemed disaster scholars illustrates the diverse perspectives that abound.  Each perspective 
was met with a formal response to promote further dialogue, and the intense scholarly debate 
spawned a follow-up book called “What is Disaster?: New Answers to Old Questions” 
(Alexander 2005).   
 
This 2nd volume added further perspectives: Alexander (2005) views disaster in terms of 
changes in culture, society and international relations that such events can evoke.  Jigyasu 
(2005) ponders whether disaster is a reality or a construct, whereas Britton (2005) rather 
eloquently defines disaster as either a dog or demon citing an old Chinese tale about an 
Emperor who one day asked his court artist, “What is easy to paint and what is difficult to 
paint?”.  After thought the courtier replied, “Dogs are difficult, but demons are easy” explaining 
that obvious things are harder to get right because everyone knows about them and hence 
everyone thinks they know what the essence of a dog is.  In contrast, no one has actually seen 
a demon therefore drawing one is easy because who can say it is incorrect.  This tale eloquently 
illustrates the subjective and contextual nature of defining disaster: is it a dog as when one 
happens it is obvious, or is it a demon because no one really knows what it is (Britton 2005)?  
If no one really knows what a disaster is than how can we develop effective Command and 
Control frameworks and training programmes? 
 
Other perspectives include disasters as collective stress defined by Barton (2005) (p126) “as 
situations in which many members of a social system fail to receive expected conditions of life 
from the system”: or as a “crisis gone wrong” which imbues an abstract sense of scale to 
differentiate between the 2 terms (Boin 2005).  Stalling (2005) builds upon this more inclusive 
concept of crisis and collective stress by adding an emphasis on mass deprivation into the 
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definitional scope.  Smith (2005) on the other hand conceptualises disaster as “a system made 
sense of in the eyes of the beholder” a view which is arguably grounded in the interpretivist 
paradigm (Blaikie 2004a, Livesey 2012).  Considerable discord remains within the literature 
relating to issues such as “the extent to which disasters are caused by outside agents or those 
internal to social systems and whether disasters are characterised by altruism and conflict” 
(Wachtendorf, Brown and Holguin-Veras 2013) (p4).  Many authors concede the non-routine 
element of disaster but argue disasters occur periodically due to the structure of contemporary 
social systems; for example, the risk perspective adopted by Perrow (1999, 2011) and Boin’s 
(2005) crisis perspective; though there is general consensus that disasters are qualitatively 
different from every day emergencies (Bissell 2013, Quarantelli 2006, Wachtendorf, Brown and 
Holguin-Veras 2013). 
 
The field has shifted focus from simply defining disaster to related issues such as the concept 
of resilience and “the capacity of affected communities to recover with little or no external 
assistance” (Manyena 2006) (p433).  This shift has placed a stronger emphasis on risk 
reduction and humanitarian work that has placed resilience, rather than disaster, at the nucleus 
of the debate (International Federation of the Red Cross and Red Crescent Societies 2014, 
Manyena 2006).  Stalling (2005) (p273) argues “it is not necessary to have universal agreement 
on either the terms to be used in our analyses or their precise definition” so perhaps the search 
for a universal definition of disaster is currently regarded as a useless and pointless academic 
exercise which may explain why academics have generally moved on (Alexander 2005).   
 
Quarantelli (1982) (p453) stated “we all have habitual ways of looking at disaster phenomena” 
supporting the earlier view that disaster may be a subjective and interpretative concept as its 
meaning differs from person to person.  Furthermore, analysis of various definitions found that 
most were mere programmatic declarations, as those who define actually declare what they 
intend to do with the social process called disaster rather than profess a universal 
conceptualisation (Dombrowsky 1998, Lewis, Phillip and Westgate 1976).  If organisations and 
individuals interpret disaster to suit their own purpose through programmatic declarations rather 
than developing a consensus; this questions the collective ability of multiple organisations to 
effectively prepare for, respond to and recover from disaster, i.e. what they plan for, may well 
be very different.   
 
 Key Point 1: The concept of disaster is viewed differently meaning organisations 
and individuals may not necessarily be referring to the same thing 
 
The US Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) is part of the Department of 
Homeland Security (DHS), and its mission is to “support our citizens and first responders to 
ensure that as a nation we work together to build, sustain, and improve our capability to prepare 
for, protect against, respond to, recover from, and mitigate all hazards” (Federal Emergency 
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Management Agency 2014a).  This statement does not contain any reference to disaster but 
espouses an “all hazards” perspective, which underpins all federal preparedness, response 
and recovery activities and could arguably be viewed as a generic “we’re ready for everything” 
ethos.   
 
The purpose of the US Emergency Management Institute (EMI) is to improve the competency 
of US government officials at all levels in protecting, responding and mitigating all types of 
disaster.  Their mission refers to the concept of disaster, which is central to the training doctrine.  
FEMA does not cite a definition nor make a programmatic declaration (Westgate and O'Keefe 
2008, World Health Organisation 2014).  Rather, 70 definitions appear within their training 
literature, and the FEMA on-line glossary defines disaster as “an occurrence of a natural 
catastrophe, technological accident, or human-caused event that has resulted in severe 
property damage, deaths, and/or multiple injuries” (Blanchard 2006, Federal Emergency 
Management Agency 2014c).  Furthermore, neither the National Incident Management System 
(NIMS) nor the Incident Command System (ICS) policy documents define disaster within their 
respective glossaries despite the centrality of the concept to these key doctrines, which 
questions the validity of the underlying principles of the approach (Department of Homeland 
Security 2008, Federal Emergency Management Agency 2008b). 
 
 Key Point 2: The US seems to have a fragmented conceptualisation that 
acknowledges multiple perspectives on disaster 
 
In comparison the UK adopts a programmatic declaration though interestingly disaster is not 
defined within its key policy framework.  The Civil Protection Lexicon, the central repository for 
UK emergency management terminology, cites disaster but directs the reader to a definition of 
“emergency” which is a programmatic declaration created as a trigger for activation of the 
emergency management mechanisms within the Civil Contingencies Act (2004) (H.M. 
Government 2004b, Westgate and O'Keefe 2008).  This Lexicon defines an “emergency” as 
“an event or situation which threatens serious damage to human welfare in a place in the UK, 
the environment of a place in the UK, or the security of the UK or of a place in the UK” (Civil 
Contingencies Secretariat 2013).  An additional note is provided which states “to constitute an 
emergency this event or situation must require the implementation of special arrangements by 
one or more Category One Responder” which also illustrates the programmatic nature of this 
trigger definition (Civil Contingencies Secretariat 2013).  
 
The concept of disaster is integral to UK emergency management, indeed the key pre-2004 
guidance document is entitled “Dealing with Disaster”, though despite citing disaster in the title 
it does not define the term (Cabinet Office 2004).  It is worth noting, that disasters are primarily 
considered negative events, consequently, it can be speculated there may be an unwritten 
aversion to the use of the term within UK emergency management due to the negative 
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connotations it can sometimes infer.  At the time of writing, and despite significant research, no 
official policy or guidance to support this perspective could be located.  However, substantial 
anecdotal evidence drawn from the author’s professional experience and informal discussions 
with numerous practitioners, within and outside this study, supports this view.   
 
Collectively, this suggests the UK perspective on disaster is narrow with all disaster-like events 
being framed as “emergencies”.  Whilst arguably effective in ensuring the trigger-mechanism 
can be activated to confront a wide-range of scenarios and a logical and defensible policy it 
either deliberately or inadvertently categorises all events in the same vein.  For example, under 
the CCA’s (2004) definition the Somerset Levels floods (2014), the Buncefield oil refinery 
explosion (2005), and the 7th July 2005 London bombings were “emergencies” and approached 
in the same way.  This broad-brush approach results in an erroneous perspective that disaster 
and emergency are the same relegating the term to mere semantic, emotive and vague 
utterance (Bridgend County Borough Council 2013, Shaluf, Ahmadun and Said 2003).  The 
current UK concept of “emergency” has limited scale consideration.  Levels of emergency exist 
but are focused on increasing centralisation inadvertently perpetuating a belief that the worse 
it gets the more direction will be provided by Central Government, via a Command and Control 
framework that is designed to scale-up as the situation worsens, which requires increasingly 
more and likely scarce human and material resources (Civil Contingencies Secretariat 2013, 
H.M. Government 2013a, McAleavy 2010).  Academic literature advocates the criticality of 
scale indicating this broad-brush approach is too generic, as scale must be considered in any 
analysis (Bissell 2013, McAleavy 2010, Quarantelli 2006, Wachtendorf, Brown and Holguin-
Veras 2013). 
 
 Key Point 3: The UK’s emergency definition is too narrow and perpetuates a myth 
that all disasters are the same 
2.2.3 Some Disasters are Bigger than Others: Incident Scale Theory  
 
Most people agree some disasters are bigger than others (Wright 2007).  In comparison to 
other fields social science research into disasters is in its infancy.  This research considered 
the ways “disasters” differ from “emergencies”.  It was conclusively documented that “disasters” 
were qualitatively and quantitatively different from routine “emergencies”, though these findings 
do not seem to be as well reflected within practice (Bissell 2013, Bridgend County Borough 
Council 2013, Quarantelli 2006, Wachtendorf, Brown and Holguin-Veras 2013).  However, this 
is beginning to change primarily as a result of the failings of Hurricane Katrina, which inspired 
a small-cohort of researchers to conceptualise events of a catastrophic nature in a different way 
(Bissell 2013, Lagadec 2007, Quarantelli 2006).  The importance of a disaster’s scale is now 
recognised within the academic literature, and incident-scales can be categorised into 2 distinct 
streams of physical and social scales.   
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2.2.4 Physical Disaster Scales 
 
Physical scales are arguably more recognised in the broader societal sense, as the public gain 
awareness through the media, which often cites the relevant physical scale when reporting on 
the disaster (British Broadcasting Corporation 2010, Guardian Online 2012, Scanlon 2005).  
However, sometimes the media may communicate inaccurate or false information due to a lack 
of specialist knowledge, which can often hinder emergency operations (Tierney, Bevc and 
Kuligowski 2006).  Fig 2.3 gives examples of physical disaster scales. 
 
Fig 2-3: Examples of Physical Disaster Scales 
Physical Disaster Scale: Explanation: 
Air Quality Index (AQI) Classifies levels of air pollution and provides 
recommended actions and health advice (Department for 
Food and Rural Affairs 2013) 
Beaufort Wind (BWS) scale Is an empirical measure for describing wind intensity 
based on observed sea conditions (Meteorology Office 
2013) 
The International Nuclear and 
Radiological Event Scale (INES) 
Is a tool for promptly and consistently communicating to 
the public the safety significance of events associated 
with sources of ionizing radiation (International Atomic 
Energy Agency 2014) 
Enhanced Fujita Tornado scale 
(EFTS) 
Uses damage caused by a tornado and relates the 
damage to the fastest 1/4-mile wind at the height of a 
damaged structure (National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration 2011). 
Modified Mercali Intensity scale 
(MMIS) 
Composed of increasing levels of intensity that range 
from imperceptible shaking to catastrophic destruction, is 
designated by Roman numerals to categorise 
earthquake intensity (United States Geological Survey 
2014a).   
Richter Scale (RS) A mathematical device used to compare the size of an 
earthquake; intensity is expressed in whole numbers and 
decimal fractions and it is commonly used by the media 
when covering earthquake disasters (British 
Broadcasting Corporation 2010, United States 
Geological Survey 2014b).   
Safir-Simpson Scale Widely used by the media specifically in coverage of 
hurricanes (British Broadcasting Corporation 2012a, 
Weather Channel 2014).  The scale is a “1 to 5 rating 
based on a hurricane's sustained wind speed used to 
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estimate potential property damage” (National Oceanic 
and Atmospheric Administration 2014). 
 
Though Fig 2.3 is not an exhaustive list of physical scales, these examples illustrate a range of 
mechanisms that can categorise and delineate differences between one event and another, 
albeit in a single physical hazard context.  Physical disaster scales are more recognised within 
the field: however, their use in emergency management can be somewhat limited as most 
emerged from the study of natural hazards and are not principally designed for emergency 
management. 
2.2.5 Social Disaster Scales 
 
Faulkner (2001) working in tourism disaster management developed a typology that 
differentiates between crises and disasters in a social context.  Crises are seen as internal and 
induced by the actions or inactions of the organisation; whereas, disasters are seen to be 
induced by natural phenomena or external human action.  Although, useful as a starting point 
in differentiating between one event and another, this typology is limited as the features of both 
crises and disaster in some cases are markedly similar, meaning an event can be both, which 
limits the usefulness of the approach.   
 
The Rohn Emergency Scale (2007) is a complex mathematical approach that can be tailored 
to a specific geographic context such as a city, county or continent.  Emergencies are defined 
in 3 dimensions of scope, topographical change and speed of change with the intersection of 
these providing a detailed scale for defining an emergency in order to monitor, and forecast the 
probability and nature of a potentially developing event (Gomez et al. 2007, Gomez et al. 2007, 
Plotnick et al. 2007, Rohn and Blackmore 2009).  This is a useful addition to the field as it can 
be used for preventative and recovery measures; whereas, other scales are “descriptive rather 
than quantitative, which makes them subjective and ambiguous” (Ronin N.D.). 
 
Fischer (2003) developed a 10 point-scale outlined in Fig 2.4 which also applies scale, scope 
and duration criteria within a geographic context, and provides a simple means to differentiate 
between disasters.  Fischer’s work is useful as it enables the systematic identification of 
research that adopts the “all-hazards” approach, a perspective that advocates commonalities 
among all types of technological and natural disasters so the same management strategies can 
be applied to any disaster or emergency to encourage effective and consistent response 
strategies regardless of the cause (Lovekamp 2009, Nagel 2014).  According to Lovekamp 
(2009) (p 96) the scale is “a beneficial tool for practitioners and government officials in their 
mitigation, preparation, and response efforts much in the same way the Richter scale provides 
a construct for envisioning the severity of an earthquake’s impact”.  
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Fig 2-4: Fischer’s Disaster Scale Categories (2003) 
Level of Incident Scale, Scope & Duration 
Dc-1: Everyday Emergency (Ee) Minor in Scale, Scope, Duration 
 
Minor in Scope, Major in Scale &  
Duration 
Partial in Scope, Minor in Scale &  
Duration 
Dc-2: Severe Emergency (Se) Major in Scope, Minor in Scale &  
Duration 
Major in Scale & Duration, Minor in  
Scope 
Dc-3: Partial Small Town (Pst) Major Scale & Duration, Partial Scope – 
Town 
Dc-4: Massive Small Town (Mst) Major Scale, Scope, Duration – Town 
 
Dc-5: Partial Small City (Psc) Major Scale, Duration, Partial Scope -  
Small City 
Dc-6: Massive Small City (Msc) Major Scale, Scope, Duration – Small  
City 
Dc-7: Partial Large City (Plc) Major Scale, Duration, Partial Scope -  
Large City 
Dc-8: Massive Large City (Mlc) Major Scale, Scope, Duration – Large  
City 
Dc-9: Catastrophe (C) Major Scale, Scope, Duration – Several 
Populated Areas 
Dc-10: Annihilation (A) Major Scale, Scope, Duration – Society 
Disaster 
 
Arguably the most applicable social disaster scale in terms of its usefulness to the practice 
because of its relative simplicity and communicative ability is Quarantelli’s (2006) 
“emergencies”, “disasters” and “catastrophes” typology developed following the 2005 Hurricane 
Katrina as outlined in Fig 2.5.  The strength of Quarantelli’s typology is that it clearly articulates 
social differences emanating from the consequences of any given disaster, rather than a 
specific hazard.  The defining criteria of both “disasters” and “catastrophes” are clear and easily 
applied (similar in style to the INES), and it has potential to enhance practice (Lauta 2015).  For 
example, it questions the UK policy of extending Central Government control as an 
“emergency” grows; the typology indicates this is likely to be ineffectual when the incident 
expands from a “disaster” to a “catastrophe” leading to failure (McAleavy 2010, Quarantelli 
2006).   
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Fig 2-5: Quarantelli’s Disaster Typology (2006) 
Level Differentiating Social Factors 
Everyday Emergency Dealt with by the emergency services and authorities  
Disaster 1. Organisations have to deal with far more and unfamiliar 
entities 
2. Loss of autonomy and freedom of action as crisis needs take 
over 
3. Different performance standards apply 
4. Much closer private and public sector interface occurs 
Catastrophe 1. Most or all the community is heavily impacted 
2. Local officials are unable to undertake their usual roles 
3. Help from nearby communities cannot be provided as they 
are also heavily impacted 
4. Most, it not all of the everyday community functions are 
sharply and concurrently interrupted  
5. The media socially constructs catastrophes more than 
disasters as a strategic overview is impossible 
6. The political arena becomes more important, in disasters 
you tend to get local political involvement with national political 
support, but in catastrophes the most senior politicians 
become heavily involved 
7. Mass and extended out-migration of people (Wachtendorf T. 
et al 2013) 
 
The importance of Quarantelli’s typology is growing, which is why it is adopted within this study.  
A 7th catastrophe characteristic, namely Mass and Extended Out-Migration was added 
demonstrating its growing influence (Wachtendorf, Brown and Holguin-Veras 2013).  Also, 
Bissell (2013) (p 5) notes Quarantelli’s typology when defining catastrophe as “an event that 
directly or indirectly affects an entire country, requires national or international response, and 
threaten the welfare of a substantial number of people for an extended period of time”.  Bissell’s 
definition is a synonym of Lagadec’s (2006) (p 3) hyper-complexity, whereby “our modes of 
acting are configured according to “normal” benchmarks of complexity, meaning that typical 
emergent events can be neatly classified within a relatively defined and stable and defined 
context”.  Based on analysis of Hurricane Katrina the premise of hyper-complexity is that the 
scope (and complexity) was so significant that it comprehensively overwhelmed existing 
planning, preparedness and response methodologies, which were either ineffective or 
counterproductive meaning that new ways of thinking and conceptualising emergency 
management are required (Bissell 2013, Lagadec 2007).  Bissell (2013) (p 6) also defined a 
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Continuum of Magnitude to aid with the conceptualisation and differentiation of scale, 
summarised in Fig 2.6 below: 
 
Fig 2-6: Bissell’s Continuum of Magnitude (2013) 
Level  Definition 
Emergency An event, usually sudden, that puts at risk the life or well-
being of at least one person.  Local emergency response 
resources are adequate to meet the immediate needs of 
those who are affected by the incident.  The response is 
directed/coordinated by personnel from within the same 
jurisdiction as the responding agencies    
Disaster An emergency involving multiple people, of such a magnitude 
that local resources are not adequate to meet the immediate 
needs of those who are affected by the event, requiring that 
additional resources be brought in from outside jurisdictions.  
The response is directed/coordinated by personnel from 
within the jurisdiction where the event occurred, but many of 
the responders may be from other jurisdictions, increasing 
the challenge of response coordination 
Catastrophe Use of one or a combination of the definitions offered above.  
The response is from so many different jurisdictions, levels of 
government, and different kinds of organisations and the 
needs of the affected population are so diverse and spread 
out, that no single entity can coordinate it all.  Many needs go 
unmet, at least in the short term  
Extinction Level Event An event so severe that humans may not survive. No useful 
organised interventions can be anticipated 
 
James Lee Witt, Director of FEMA (1993-2001), stated in Bissell (2013) (p VII) “this is the book 
I wish had existed when I directed the Federal Emergency Management Agency” indicating that 
research on catastrophe is growing in its practical relevance.  However, beyond this there is 
little evidence within the practitioner literature to suggest that “disaster” and “catastrophe” are 
viewed differently beyond a vague and emotive notion (Bissell 2013, Bridgend County Borough 
Council 2013, Civil Contingencies Secretariat 2013).  Academia, on the other hand, contains 
numerous perspectives that illustrate quantifiable differences in scale (Fischer 2003, Gomez et 
al. 2007, Plotnick et al. 2007, Quarantelli 2006, Rohn and Blackmore 2009).  This suggests the 
UK’s catch all “emergency” definition, whilst a useful trigger mechanism is out of kilter with 
research findings.  Conversely, it may be speculated that the US with its multiple definitions of 
disaster may actually have a broader perspective.   
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Collectively, these issues question the validity of current practice as organisations and 
individuals are structuring their preparedness, response and recovery activities based on 
differing interpretations of disaster.  This suggests the foundations of practice are established 
on a theoretically unreliable basis.  Academics generally agree that disasters are qualitatively 
different from everyday emergencies; however, this view is not readily adopted within the 
practitioner literature (Bissell 2013, Quarantelli 2006, Wachtendorf, Brown and Holguin-Veras 
2013).   
 
 Key Point 4: Some disasters are bigger and qualitatively different to others 
2.2.6 The Origins of Disaster & Disaster Research 
 
The occurrences of “emergencies”, “disasters”, “catastrophes”, acts of nature or even acts of 
God, are almost certainly not a contemporary phenomenon.  These events have been occurring 
since the dawn of time and undoubtedly prior to humankind’s arrival on the planet so have 
nothing to do with human agency (Association of Space Explorers 2008, Crabtree 2007).   
 
Today, in an anthropocentric conception of nature, humankind nominally sits atop the apex of 
the planetary hierarchy, dominating all other Earthly species: however, this was not always the 
case.  Some 65 million years ago an asteroid, arguably a remnant of the initial Big Bang, struck 
the Earth (Alvarez 1980, Association of Space Explorers 2008, Benton 1996, Ramadurai et al. 
1995, Schweickart and Kovacs 2008).  The resultant global devastation wiped out 70% of all 
life on Earth driving the dinosaurs to extinction and enabling humankind to evolve and seize 
planetary dominance (Hildebrand et al. 1991, Kring 2000, Schweickart and Kovacs 2008).   
 
Whether the dinosaurs died out suddenly as the result of a meteorite strike, or over a more 
prolonged time period due to volcanism induced atmospheric and climate change (Glen 1990, 
Glen 1996), it may be argued that the ascendant human role was only achieved by virtue of a 
“catastrophic” event, one that significantly altered the planetary natural order, shifting the 
course of the planet’s evolution.  This view posits the creation and evolution of the planet was, 
and will continue to be, influenced by disaster. 
 
 Key Point 5: Disaster is part of life on Earth that pre-dates human existence 
2.3 Disaster, Mythology, Religion and Society 
2.3.1 The Influence of Disaster on Society 
 
Manifestly, disaster is no more a contemporary phenomenon than the sun or the moon in that 
they have existed since time began.  However, human recollections, or rather written accounts 
of such events, are relatively modern in comparison to the geological context.  Arguably, the 
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earliest known written account of disaster is contained within Plato’s Timeaus and Critias 
dialogues; the mighty island civilisation known as Atlantis was destroyed when “a violent 
earthquake shook the land, giant waves rolled over the shores, and the island sank into the 
sea, never to be seen again” (Castleden 1998, Joseph 2004, Zhirov 2001).  This ancient 
tsunami supposedly occurred some 9,000 years before Plato’s dialogues were actually written 
and intense debate over the existence, location and demise of Atlantis has raged ever since 
(Friedrich 2000, Spence 2003).  Such is the power of this story that it still captivates audiences 
today (Panov 2001) with the tale having transcended myth and fringe-science crossing into 
popular culture (Eidos Interactive 2007, McDermott 2008, Peyton 2012, Turilli 2012, Wright and 
Cooper 2004). 
 
The bulk of Western history has been pre-television so that, for the most part, experience of 
disaster has to have come from stories (Dynes 1998).  Consequently, there is a high probability 
these tales would have been passed down through the generations by word of mouth, prior to 
being set down in written text (Thompson 2000).  This could explain why stories that may once 
have started out as fact have transcended history, entering the annals of mythology and 
religion.  There are consistent disaster narratives across and within different civilisations 
throughout time.  For example, belief in a Great Flood exists within Western, Middle and Far 
Eastern cultures.  Tales of a great deluge are ingrained within the histories of the ancient 
Abrahamic, Babylonian and Sumerian civilisations, and classical Greek antiquity, and also 
within medieval and contemporary Australian, African, American, Asian and European cultures, 
and have since become central themes within religions around the world (Bremmer 2008, 
Pleins 2010).  Christianity, Islam and Judaism all detail historic and predicted disasters (Dynes 
1998).  For example, the Bible, the Quran and the Torah all reference arguably the most famous 
of all disaster legends, the story of Noah and a Great Flood that purged the Earth; most agree 
a Great Flood actually happened, though there is considerable debate as to whether it was a 
global or local event (Genesis 7, Neusner 2004, Shamoun 2009). 
 
The imagery of ancient disasters still imparts considerable influence over modern cultural 
norms and values.  Noah sent out a raven to inspect the Earth but it never returned so the bird 
has a reputation for being devious and untrustworthy; later he sent out a dove which returned 
with an olive branch, indicating that the waters had receded, which is used today as a symbol 
of hope and peace (Dynes 1998).  Indeed, all post-World War One Olympic ceremonies have 
witnessed the release of doves as a symbol of a more peaceful world (International Olympic 
Committee 2013). 
 
Disasters are seemingly not only part and parcel of physical life on Earth but also critical factors 
influencing societal development by shaping modern cultural norms and values.  For example, 
the nursery rhyme “Ring a Ring o Roses” popular amongst children around the world, first 
appeared in print in Greenaway’s (1881) “Mother Goose” and is commonly believed to be a 
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veiled reference to the Black Death (Opie and Opie 1951, Varsadi 1989).  There is much debate 
as to the origins of the rhyme.  Many believe it originated from the Black Death pandemic in 
1348, which killed approximately 25 million people world-wide (Lavelle 2008), some think it 
stems from the Great Plague of London in 1665, which killed an estimated 100,000 people 
(Yadav 2009).  In contrast others dispute it even refers to a plague at all (Mikkelson and 
Mikkelson 1995).  These examples illustrate that disaster can be both a social as well as 
physical construct.  It may be further argued that disaster and written accounts of these events 
are historical phenomena, a perspective evidenced herein.  However, despite a seemingly 
physical and social familiarity with disaster; academic research, that is the rigorous scholarly 
pursuit of knowledge pertaining to these events, is conceivably a modern discipline (Lindell 
2011, Scanlon 1988, Scanlon 1988, Tinkler 2011).   
 
 Key Point 6: Disaster is both a physical and social entity that has shaped life on 
Earth  
2.3.2 The Emergence of Disaster Research 
 
Dynes (2000a) contends that “Rousseau provided the first social scientific insights into disaster 
with his observation that the impacts of the 1755 Lisbon earthquake would have been 
diminished if the city had been less densely populated and if people had evacuated promptly 
in response to the initial tremors” (Lindell 2011) (p 1).  However, it is the little known Canadian 
scholar Samuel Henry Prince who is acclaimed as the father of disaster research (Dynes 1988, 
Scanlon 1988).  The Reverend Prince was a chaplain aboard one of two ships sent from Halifax, 
Nova Scotia, Canada to recover bodies from the sinking of the Titanic in 1912 (Nova Scotia 
Communities, Culture & Heritage 2012).  In addition, in 1917, he narrowly missed injury after 
the initial blast of the great Halifax Explosion, which occurred when a French munitions ship, 
the SS Mount Blanc, collided with the Norwegian vessel, SS Imo, and exploded in Halifax 
Harbour in Canada (Scanlon 1996, Younce 2011).  The blast demolished one third of Halifax 
and Dartmouth cities respectively, killing 1,963 people and injuring approximately 9,000 more, 
affecting 22% of the total population (Scanlon 1988).  Prince attended casualties, organised 
relief services and subsequently took charge of relief effort, which went on for months; as such, 
he experienced first-hand 2 of Canada’s most internationally famous disasters (Scanlon 1988).  
 
In May 1919, just 16 months after the Halifax explosion, Prince enrolled on the PhD programme 
at Columbia University, New York focusing on the effects of the 1917 Halifax Explosion; his 
thesis and subsequent book “Catastrophe and Social Change” is considered as the first 
systematic study of disaster and its relief (Bergman 2008, Drabek and Evans 2007, Prince 
1920, Scanlon 1988).  Though, his thesis of man as a savage post-disaster has largely been 
disproved, his work is regarded as the classic study of disaster and was considered ahead of 
its time (Scanlon 1988).   
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Disaster research as a scholarly discipline stagnated following Prince’s seminal work as little 
additional progress in the field was made until the 1950s and commencement of research by 
the National Opinion Research Center and National Academy of Sciences studies (Lindell 
2011).  Summaries of these studies were published by Marks (1954), Fritz (1961) and Barker 
and Chapman (1962), then systematically analysed by Barton (1969) cited in Lindell (2011).  
Britton (1999) argues that 12 seminal works track the progress of disaster research, a synopsis 
of these works is provided in Fig 2.7: 
 
Fig 2-7: Summary of Seminal Work in Disaster Research 
Title Author/Year Synopsis 
1. Catastrophe and 
Social Change 
Prince H. (1920) This Seminal work was the first social 
study of post-disaster behaviour.  It 
posits temporary short-term changes in 
social-structure following the 1917 
Halifax Harbour explosion: “man as a 
savage” 
2. Man and Society in 
Calamity  
Sorokin P. (1942) Sorokin’s work focuses on the effects 
war, famine, pestilence and revolution 
have on mental processes and how 
they can alter culture, behaviour and 
social organisation. 
3. Community in 
Disaster  
Form W. and Nosow 
S. (1958) 
This was the first study to focus on 
organisational disaster response, 
presenting a systematic analysis of the 
effects of a tornado on a specific 
community 
4. Man and Society in 
Disaster 
Baker G and 
Chapman D. and 
(1962) 
This was the first edited disaster text 
containing contributions from 17 
authors, primarily drawn from 
sociology, though the work of Barton, 
Thompson and Hawkes added to a 
developing body of literature concerned 
with organisations and disaster 





Barton A. (1969) Barton uses sociology to understand 
the social processes of disaster 
through developing the idea of 
“collective stress” as a focal point in 
codifying early disaster research.  He 
presents key models such as the 
emergency social system, mass 
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convergence and the therapeutic 
community, which are still used today  
6. Organized Behavior 
in Disaster 
Dynes R. (1970) Dynes links organisation studies with a 
disaster context fully opening up this 
relatively unexplored theoretical 
domain to disaster scholars  
7. Man Made 
Disasters 
Turner B. (1978) Turner focuses on disasters as failures 
of foresight.  His “man-made disaster” 
model, based on a study of 84 
accidents, sought to explain why 
warning signs went unnoticed as in 
principle if they are recognised failures 
can be avoided 




Offers a series of short empirical-based 
sociological articles focused on a range 
of disaster phenomena 





Dynes R., De Marchi 
B. and Pelanda C 
(1987)  
Dynes, De Marchi and Pelanda argue 
that disaster research is an integral part 
of mainstream sociology rather than an 
isolated and esoteric field 
10. Social Structure and 
Disaster 
Kreps G. (1989) This synthesis of 29 presentations from 
a 1986 symposium is focused on 
understanding social structure and 
disaster.  Kreps posits a key structural 
code containing 4 elements: domains, 
tasks, human and material resources 
and activities   
11. What is Disaster?: 




This edited volume forwards multiple 
perspectives on disaster, providing 
discussion and rebuttal of the various 
opinions provided 
12. Disasters by 
Design: a 
Reassessment of 
Natural Hazards in 
the United States  
Mileti D. (1999) Mileti’s work summarises natural 
hazards and human coping strategies 
focusing on planning, land-use control, 
prevention and mitigation rather than 
simply picking up the pieces following a 
disaster 
Additional sources: (Britton 1988, Downer 2010, Forrest 1988, Lindell 2011, Pidgeon and 
O'Leary 2000) 
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Other important contributions include Drabek’s “Human System Responses to Disaster: An 
Inventory of Sociological Findings” (Drabek 1986), Tierney et al’s “Facing the Unexpected: 
Disaster Preparedness and Response in the United States” (Tierney 2001), and the Committee 
on Disaster Research in the Social Sciences’ “Facing Hazards and Disasters: Understanding 
Human Dimensions” (CDRSS 2006) as they provide a useful and comprehensive review of the 
classical works of the 1950s (Lindell 2011). 
  
The evolution of disaster research may be described as a series of peaks and troughs rather 
than a constant.  Pioneered by Prince, it was then largely ignored until the mantle was picked 
up by US researchers at the Disaster Research Center established at the Ohio State University 
in 1963 and located at the University of Delaware since 1985 (University of Delaware 2014b).  
In 1973 the now defunct Bradford Disaster Research Unit was established at Bradford 
University in the UK (Kelman 2011).  Since then, there has been a gradual increase in academic 
interest in disasters.  Coventry University in the UK established courses in disaster 
management in 1994, opening the Centre for Disaster Management and Hazards Research 
(Coventry University 2014), and Northumbria University launched the Disaster Development 
Centre in 2000, and the Disaster and Development Network in 2004 (Northumbria University 
2014a, Northumbria University 2014b).   
 
Today, the number of UK universities teaching and researching disaster numbers in the dozens 
and in the US there are almost 100 courses ranging from Bachelor degrees to Masters and 
Doctoral degrees (Federal Emergency Management Agency 2013b).  However, despite this 
seemingly positive expansion it may be argued that disaster research is perhaps at a 
crossroads as the traditional applied focus has been an obstacle to theoretical innovation.  
Many programmes recruit part-time lecturers or adjunct instructors with extensive practical 
experience but little or no academic understanding of the field or its historic development and 
practice is not always informed by research (Neal 2014, Tierney 2007 Quarantelli 2005).  Neal 
(2014) (p 3) cautions that “our largest challenge for both the disaster science and emergency 
management is an anti-education/science strain that runs through our country (the US) and 
parts of our profession now”, highlighting a tendency within curriculum and textbook design that 
favours story-telling rather than theoretical advancement.  This is coupled with a view that 
combat or military experience is somehow preferable, which strengthens the dominance of 
Command and Control based approaches (Dynes 1994, Neal 2014).  Furthermore, much of the 
research is heavily westernised (Drabek 2004, Dynes 2004, McEntire 2004).  
 
Research has traditionally been characterised by inductive field studies and there was often an 
ideological struggle between theoretical advancement and practical significance, whilst 
researchers continued to argue for a great theoretical rigour in understanding disasters (Lindell 
2011, Magsino 2009, Nowell and Steelman 2015, Perry and Quarantelli 2005b, Stallings 2006).  
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Fortunately, this is changing, similarly to an increase in the critique of the traditional positivist 
ways of conceptualising disaster.  This, due in part to a greater acceptance of the interpretivist 
and constructivist paradigms and a realisation that disaster is likely a more holistic concept that 
also incorporates social solidarity and conflict, and a recognition of the interaction of disaster 
and risk with gender, class and other axes of inequality (Tierney 2007).  It may be argued that 
disaster research is in its infancy and as a result it is a younger sibling in comparison to the 
more established family of academic disciplines.  The study of philosophy, medicine and the 
traditional sciences, such as biology, chemistry and physics, have developed over hundreds of 
years and become accepted as mainstream disciplines.  It is questionable, therefore, to 
describe disaster research in a similar vein.  However, a seemingly relentless series of 
“disasters” and “catastrophes” such as the Indian Ocean Tsunami (2004), Hurricane Katrina 
(2005), the South Asia Earthquake (2005), Cyclone Nargis (2008), the Haitian Earthquake 
(2010), super-storm Sandy (2012), super-typhoon Haiyan (2013) and the Nepal earthquake 
(2015) to cite a few are likely to enhance the discipline’s relevance and future development as 
attempts are made to better understand these events.  Perhaps, in a hundred or maybe a 
thousand years future generations of disaster scholars may view the early 21st century as the 
“golden-age” of the discipline, citing today’s disaster researchers with the reverence commonly 
afforded by philosophy students to the works of Socrates, Aristotle and Plato. 
 
 Key Point 7: Disaster research is a comparatively new academic discipline 
 
An argument that disaster is a significant influencing factor on the physical and social 
development of life on Earth has been clearly stated.  Their influence can be viewed as a global 
concern: however, a study of global emergency management is beyond the scope of this study.  
So this chapter focuses on Emergency Management practices within the UK and US in 
accordance with the stated Aim and Objectives.  These countries have been selected as both 
have significant relevant experience, and their respective emergency management systems, 
practices and procedures are often considered as best practice, and cited as such by countries 
and industries looking to develop their capabilities (Inje University 2009, Spill Consult 2014).  
For a comprehensive review of UK incidents see Handmer and Parker (1992), Kapucu (2010) 
and Dillon (2014), and for the US incidents see Valcik (2013) and the Federal Emergency 
Management Agency (2014d).  
 
The next section focuses on theoretical perspectives of Command and Control.  It first provides 
a visual representation of both UK and US Command and Control policy, followed by the 
theoretical positioning of this study within the respective literature using the Disaster 
Management Cycle (DMC) (Coetzee and van Niekerk 2012, Neal 1997).  A Theoretical 
Framework based on organisations perspectives, namely culture, identity, and metaphor has 
been created to deconstruct Command and Control, and identify limitations within the current 
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practice to aid the development of the CRQ.  This is an essential and critical part of a successful 
literature review (Randolph 2009, Rocco and Plakhotnik 2009, Steward 2004). 
2.4 Theorising Command and Control 
2.4.1 Visualising Command and Control 
 
Visual research in the social sciences has traditionally been considered a minority field, though 
its influence is growing, moving the discipline beyond words (Banks and Zeitlyn 2015).  
Semiotics, which at its simplest is the study of signs, has a core following within the disaster 
literature (Chandler 2014, Chiang 2006, Morimoto 2012).  Signs and symbols are used in 
mapping, hazardous materials, high-tech industries, and Geographical Information Systems 
(GIS), Management Information Systems (MIS) and emergency response equipment training 
(Fire Safety Advice Centre 2011, H.M. Government 2012c, Ordnance Survey 2015).  Within 
emergency management there has been a noticeable movement away from text heavy 
emergency plans and Standard Operating Procedures (SOP) to leaner more concise 
documents, and a greater use of diagrammatic methods (H.M. Government 2011b).  “A picture 
is worth a thousand words”; disasters can place immense stress on emergency responders, 
and when lives are endangered there is not always time to read and absorb thick text.  Visual 
methods enable timelier assimilation of information so research of any kind in this domain is 
vitally important for the advancement of emergency management (Barnard 2014, Berger 2008).  
Accordingly, the following section visualises the social structures that form the UK and US 
national Command and Control frameworks.  These organigrams were constructed from text-
based and diagrammatic sources, primarily national and local policy documents.  The 
organigrams below do not exist in holistic format within the literature and may legitimately be 
considered as a contribution to knowledge in their own right.  Please note: each organigram 
has been verified multiple times by a cross-section of international practitioners to ensure 
accuracy. 
 
 Key Point 8: Information defining the UK and US Command and Control 
frameworks is fragmented in text format across multiple policy documents; it 
does not exist in holistic visual format  
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Organigram 1: The UK National Command Framework 
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Organigram 2: The US National Command Framework 
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2.4.2 The UK Command and Control Framework – Organigram 1 
 
Organigram 1 is a visual representation of the UK national command framework and was 
created using the text-based sources list below: 
 
1. The Civil Contingencies Act (CCA) (2004b)  
2. Emergency Response and Recovery: Improving the UK’s Ability to Absorb, Respond 
to and Recover from Emergencies (H.M. Government 2013b)  
3. Responding to Emergencies: the UK Central Government Response Concept of 
Operations (H.M. Government 2013a) 
4. National Recovery Guidance, (H.M. Government 2013e) 
5. National Police Improvement Agency Guidance on Command and Control (National 
Police Improvement Agency 2009a) 
6. Joint Doctrine: The Interoperability Framework (H.M. Government 2013h).   
 
Command is devolved to the local level, which has primacy in any given emergency (H.M. 
Government 2013b).  The heart of UK response is the 3-tiered Gold Silver Bronze (GSB) model 
(Groenendaal, Helsloot and Scholtens 2013, Hills 1994, National Police Improvement Agency 
2009a).  Initially, designed in the 1970s by the Metropolitan Police to manage civil unrest it 
became mandatory for UK Police services following the 1985 murder of PC Keith Blakelock, 
over time its use branched out into other emergency services (Hills 1994, Wessex 4X4 
Response 2008).   
 
The framework’s underlying philosophy is of containment; erect a cordon around the 
threat/hazard at the operational level, establish command and bring in the necessary resources; 
as the incident becomes more complex scale up the Weberian hierarchy to ensure the requisite 
command infrastructure is in place (Anderson and Adey 2012, Neal and Webb 2006).   
Essentially, Strategic defines what is done, Tactical defines how it is to be done and Operational 
actually does it.  The Police service has a strategic co-ordination role and they are required to 
ensure all organisations work together (Arbuthnot 2008).  This is not to be confused with a 
command role as all organisations retain executive authority over their own actions and 
resources; though, the lead can be passed to the most appropriate organisation as necessary 
(London Emergency Services Liaison Panel 2012).  Many day-to-day incidents and minor 
emergencies are dealt with at the operational level, however, the framework is scalable so a 
response can be ramped-up and managed either tactically or strategically, and both will be 
away from the scene (Arbuthnot 2008, H.M. Government 2013c).  However, in the most severe 
of emergencies the UK national level is activated based on various defined Levels of 
Emergency outlined in Fig 2.8: 
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2.4.2.1 Levels of Emergency in the UK 
 
Fig 2-8: UK Levels of Emergency 
Level Description 
Significant Emergency (Level 1): has a wider focus and requires Central Government 
involvement or support, primarily from a lead government department (LGD) – see Section 
2 - or a devolved administration, alongside the work of the emergency services, local 
authorities and other organisations. There is however no actual or potential requirement for 
fast, inter-departmental/agency, decision making which might necessitate the activation of 
the collective Central Government response, although in a few cases there may be value in 
using the COBR complex to facilitate the briefing of senior officials and ministers on the 
emergency and its management. Examples of emergencies on this scale include most 
severe weather-related problems. In addition, most consular emergencies overseas fall into 
this category with the FCO providing advice and support to those affected alongside the 
authorities in the country affected.  
Serious Emergency (Level 2): is one which has, or threatens, a wide and/or prolonged 
impact requiring sustained Central Government co-ordination and support from a number of 
departments and agencies, usually including the regional tier in England and where 
appropriate, the devolved administrations. The Central Government response to such an 
emergency would be co-ordinated from the Cabinet Office Briefing Rooms (COBR), under 
the leadership of the lead government department. Examples of an emergency at this level 
could be a terrorist attack, widespread urban flooding, widespread and prolonged loss of 
essential services, a serious outbreak of animal disease, or a major emergency overseas 
with a significant effect on UK nationals or interests. Examples of emergencies on this scale 
include the H1N1 Swine Flu pandemic, the 2007 summer floods, and the response to the 7th 
July bombings in London.  
Catastrophic Emergency (Level 3): is one, which has an exceptionally high and potentially 
widespread impact and requires immediate Central Government direction and support, such 
as a major natural disaster, or a Chernobyl-scale industrial accident. Characteristics might 
include a top-down response in circumstances where the local response had been 
overwhelmed, or the use of emergency powers were required to direct the response or 
requisition assets and resources. The Prime Minister would lead the national response. 
Fortunately, the UK has had no recent experience of a Level 3 emergency, but it is important 
to be prepared for such an event should the need arise.  
Adapted from: (H.M. Government 2013a) 
 
The UK Levels of Emergency are a practitioner disaster scale that contradicts Quarantelli’s 
(2006) typology.  The UK government admits in its own policy to having “no recent experience 
of a Level 3 emergency” but expects to lead a centralised, hierarchical Command and Control 
response from Whitehall, when Quarantelli’s typology and Lagadec’s concept of Hyper-
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complexity, both of which are based on experience drawn from Hurricane Katrina, clearly states 
this is improbable, if not impossible.  Indeed, over 40 years of academic research advises that 
this approach is likely to fail (Bissell 2013, Drabek 1985, Dynes 1983, Dynes 1994, Jensen and 
Waugh 2014, Lagadec 2007, McAleavy 2010, Neal and Philips 1995, Quarantelli 2002, 
Quarantelli 2006, Schneider 1992, Swope and Patton 2005, Waugh and Streib 2006).  
 
 Key Point 9: Despite “no recent experience of a Level 3 emergency” the UK 
Central Government expects to lead a centralised catastrophic response despite 
40 years of research stating this is likely improbable if not impossible 
2.4.2.2 Local and Central Government Emergency Response  
 
The Strategic Co-ordinating Group (SCG) is the collective body of Chief Officers and Executives 
responsible for setting the strategic direction of response operations.  Depending on the 
incident advice may be sought from the Science and Technical Advisory Cell (STAC), which 
brings together specialists from various scientific fields, and is in turn supported by a national 
Scientific Advisory Group for Emergencies (SAGE) consisting of national and international 
experts (H.M. Government 2012b, H.M. Government 2013a).   
 
Following difficulties with national situational awareness experienced during the UK floods of 
2007 the framework was amended to include both Response Coordination Groups and 
Recovery Coordination Groups, which act as information filters between local and national 
levels to prevent systemic overload.  These groups support the Government Liaison Officers 
that deploy to SCGs around the country (H.M. Government 2013a, Pitt 2008).  At the apex of 
the UK hierarchy is the Cabinet Office Briefing Room (COBR).  The most relevant Lead 
Government Department (LGD) coordinates support for the local response within their area of 
expertise, with the Prime Minister only intervening in the most severe cases.  Whilst, the 
national media picture is managed via the News Coordination Centre (NCC) to ensure a 
consistent message (Gardiner 2002, Mason 2012, McConnell 2003).  COBR also has the 
authority to request assistance from the European Civil Protection Mechanism during an 
emergency.  Though, it is possible the politics of this may cloud the practical benefits of such 
action (European Commission 2015). 
 
Please note: recovery operations are an integrated component of UK Command and Control, 
which is why they appear in Organigram 1.  However, recovery is considered outside the remit 
of this study.  Furthermore, the author acknowledges the UK counter-terrorism Command and 
Control framework is different from Organigram One, though for obvious security reasons any 
reference or discussion, other than this has been omitted.   
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2.4.3 The US Command and Control Framework – Organigram 2 
 
Organigram 2 provides a visual representation of the US national command framework created 
from various text-based policy sources: 
 
1. The National Response Framework (NRF) (Federal Emergency Management Agency 
2008a) 
2. The National Incident Management System (NIMS) (Department of Homeland Security 
2008) 
3. The National Disaster Recovery Framework (NDRF) (Department of Homeland 
Security 2011) 
4. The Incident Management System (Federal Emergency Management Agency 2008b).   
 
UK and US local commands are similar as they operate 3 tiers.  But, the US is more formalised 
as the Incident Command System (ICS) management tool (see Fig 2.9) is applied at each level 
to ensure standardisation.  Both frameworks assume “that crises require a network of 
responders, but that these networks should be managed by a hierarchy” (Moynihan 2008) (p 
205).  Both systems were developed independently in the late 1970s - early 1980s (Federal 
Emergency Management Agency 2008b, Jensen and Waugh 2014, Jensen and Thompson 
2015, Moynihan 2007, National Police Improvement Agency 2009a): though, some authors 
date ICS slightly earlier in 1960s (Yates 1999).  ICS was designed following a series of 
devastating California wildfires when Command and Control amongst fire-fighters was called 
into question; its philosophy is similar to GSB i.e. containment, cordons, establish artificial 
hierarchies (only exists when the incident occurs), then bring in external resources (Buck, 
Trainor and Aguirre 2006, Cole 2000, Laska 2011, Moeller 2008).  This relative modernity 
highlights the speed of Command and Control’s ascension to traditional and dominant status 
(Dynes 1994, McEntire 2007, McEntire 2015). 
 
 Key 10: Command and Control in UK and US emergency management is 
comparatively modern (1970s), but is so entrenched as to be considered the 
traditional and dominant model  
2.4.3.1 Local and State Emergency Response 
 
The Emergency Operations Centre - Local (EOC-L), brings together the local emergency 
response organisations to provide strategic direction and can call on logistics support from a 
remote Multi-Agency Coordination Group (MAC) which provides logistics support, and should 
the incident threaten to overwhelm local capacity support from the State can be requested 
(Colorado Division of Emergency Management and Homeland Security 2011).  The state 
Governor may deploy an Incident Management Assistance Team – State (IMAT-S) and other 
resources, and if necessary request either federal or inter-state assistance or both to support 
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the local response (Association of State and Territorial Health Officials 2014b, Department of 
Homeland Security 2008).  Once activated the federal level can provide significant resources 
and capabilities.   
 
Fig 2-9: The US Incident Command System (ICS) 
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2.4.3.2 Federal Emergency Response 
 
Each FEMA Regional Response Coordination Centers (RRCC) routinely monitors activity 
within their region, and can provide assistance to neighbouring RRCCs via the Emergency 
Support Function system (see Appendix 1) (Federal Emergency Management Agency 2014g, 
Federal Emergency Management Agency 2014n).  Following a Presidential Declaration, a 
Federal Coordinating Officer (FCO) is appointed by the President to head-up a national or 
regional federal Incident Management Assistance Team – Federal (IMAT-F), which is deployed 
to the afflicted state (Federal Emergency Management Agency 2010b, Sylves 2008).  If the 
scale of the disaster exceeds RRCC coping capacity then the FEMA National Response 
Coordinating Center (NRCC), which monitors national activity 24 hours a day, comes into play 
to co-ordinate the national federal response by linking into the wider Department of Homeland 
of Security (DHS), and is often led by the FEMA Administrator (Ash 2014).  The DHS National 
Operations Centre (NOC) provides monitoring, situational awareness and co-ordination in 
support of FEMA operations, and the wider federal government, and access to the resources 
from the broad spectrum of federal agencies and services (Federal Geographic Data 
Committee N.D.).   
 
At the apex of the Organigram 2 is the Domestic Readiness Group (DRG), a political body 
technically outside the Command and Control framework.  However, its inclusion herein is 
relevant as it fulfils a somewhat similar function to emergency powers granted under Part 2 of 
the UK Civil Contingencies Act (CCA) (2004) (H.M. Government 2004d).  The DRG is convened 
by the Whitehouse on a regular basis and is responsible for the development and 
implementation of preparedness and response policy, and during times of threatened or actual 
disaster the group provides strategic policy direction for the federal response (Hendrickson 
2006).   
 
This section has defined the core focus of this study, namely the UK and US Command and 
Control frameworks.  As such, the focus will now shift to positioning the study within the broader 
literature. 
2.4.4 Theories in Disaster and Emergency Management 
 
Disaster research is comparatively recent and is inherently multi-disciplinary drawing many of 
its influences from the civil defence, public administration, development, geography, 
psychology, and sociology fields (Baird et al. 1975, Coetzee and van Niekerk 2012, Gonzalez 
et al. 2012, Jensen 2010a, Quarantelli 1986, Quarantelli 1997, Tierney 1998).  Notwithstanding 
this disparate nature, the Disaster Management Cycle (DMC) is arguably one of the few 
theories that transcend the field; however, little consensus exists as to its origin (Baird et al. 
1975, Coetzee and van Niekerk 2012, Neal 1997).   
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2.4.4.1 The Disaster Management Cycle (DMC) 
 
The basic concepts that influenced the cycle’s development are thought to have emerged from 
sociology in the 1920s-1930s.  It was informed by a linear conceptualisation of disaster, 
consisting initially of emergency, transition and rehabilitation phases, which were established 
by Prince in 1920 (Coetzee and van Niekerk 2012, Prince 1920).  His seminal work was the 
first to critically examine post-disaster behaviour focusing on temporal social-change following 
the 1917 Halifax harbour explosion in Nova Scotia, Canada (Dynes and Quarantelli 1992, 
Prince 1920, Scanlon 1988).  Carr (1932) (p207) built on Prince’s approach suggesting that 
“social change followed a definite sequence pattern, beginning with an initiating event or 
condition and moving through a phase of dislocated adjustment into a phase of readjustment 
and eventually renewed equilibrium” (Coetzee and van Niekerk 2012, Kreps 1984, Neal 1997) 
 
Other studies using phased approaches began emerging as both practitioners and academics, 
primarily working in humanitarian response, sought a greater understanding of disaster 
(Coetzee and van Niekerk 2012, Neal 1997).  Psychologists Powell (1954), Chapman (1962) 
and Stoddard (1968) helped to further establish the idea of linear progression of disaster as a 
viable concept, which informed the development of the DMC (Coetzee and van Niekerk 2012, 
Dynes and Quarantelli 1992).  Despite extensive theorising and much discussion the traditional 
response-centric approach, based on reactive post-disaster relief, endured until the 1970s 
when a surge in disaster-related deaths and economic loss triggered change (Blaikie and 
Wisner 2004, Coetzee and van Niekerk 2012, Lewis, Phillip and Westgate 1976, Twigg 2004).  
 
 Key Point 11: Disaster Management was response-centric until increasing 
fatalities and losses in the 1970s prompted a change in approach 
 
The futility of waiting for disaster to occur before responding had become clear leading to the 
development of a more pro-active, holistic ethos.  One based on assessment of disaster 
impacts and consequences to inform hazard prevention and mitigation and the development of 
response and recovery plans (Jensen et al. 2014, Lewis, Phillip and Westgate 1976), which 
"seemed to be a practical and necessary component to complement traditional thinking" 
(Coetzee and van Niekerk 2012) (p1).  This focal change from post to pre-disaster intervention 
necessitated the development of new tools and conceptual frame-works to drive the field.  The 
DMC is possibly the most important of these as it illustrates a holistic process through which 
complex disasters can be analysed and managed (Coetzee and van Niekerk 2012, Vasilescu, 
Khan and Khan 2008).  The earliest cycle was developed by Baird (1975) and consisted of 6 
phases: reconstruction, mitigation and predication, preparedness for relief, warning, relief and 
rehabilitation.  Subsequently, numerous variations have been proposed, the United Nations 
Development Programme advocated 5-phases, and Alexander (2002a) posited 4 phases, 
whilst other examples adopt over-arching pre and post disaster variations, which compound 
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efforts to clearly map-out DMC evolution (Coetzee and van Niekerk 2012).  Richardson (2005) 
(p27) argues “phase models were developed to assign order and rationality to the very messy, 
complex reality of natural and technological disasters and human responses to them” thus the 
cycle is both a theoretical and applied tool as it supports academic understanding, whilst also 
enhancing practice.   
 
The DMC is not societally or culturally specific, it can be applied to any given sector, 
organisation or community; in that sense it is as relevant today as when it was first developed 
because there is an increasing realisation that “disasters” and “catastrophes” affect everyone 
so holistic whole community approaches are increasingly relevant (Berkes and Ross 2013, 
Coles and Buckle 2004, Federal Emergency Management Agency 2011, Federal Emergency 
Management Agency 2014m, H.M. Government 2011a, Kapucu 2015). 
2.4.4.2 Critique of the DMC 
 
At its most basic, the DMC consists of 4 phases - mitigation, preparedness, response and 
recovery and can be used to breakdown and analyse a disaster.  Prior to the event mitigation 
and preparedness activities take place.  When a disaster occurs a response ensues followed 
by a process of recovery then rehabilitation of the impacted community (Baird 2010, Lincoln 
County Emergency Management Agency 2009, Vasilescu, Khan and Khan 2008, Warfield 
2008).  Fig 2.10 below illustrates a hybrid DMC, combining various perspectives by splitting the 
recovery phase into 3 elements for clarity, and including a much debated (pre and/or post 
disaster) adaptation phase (Coetzee and van Niekerk 2012, Warfield 2008).  Adaptation occurs 
inherently within all phases, though for the purposes of this study the overt inclusion of a 
separate adaptation phase is conceptually justifiable.  
 
Fig 2-10: The Disaster Management Cycle 
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Adapted from: (Coetzee and van Niekerk 2012, Haddow, Bullock and Coppola 2011, Vasilescu, 
Khan and Khan 2008, Warfield 2008) 
 
Despite its theoretical contribution the DMC is open to legitimate criticism.  Firstly, many 
disasters, particularly sudden impact events, occur without warning so cannot be prevented or 
mitigated negating the pre-disaster elements.  Secondly, the delineation of phases can be 
somewhat arbitrary as there is substantial crossover between activities, which varies from 
disaster to disaster.  Thirdly; a linear time-based model, whether simple or complex, is not 
comprehensive enough to conceptualise disaster fully as emergency response generally 
overlaps with recovery operations despite formal handover procedures (Barton 1969, Bowden, 
Haas and Kates 1977, Hogg 1980, Neal 1997).  Furthermore, the cycle is hazard-centric, built 
around a focusing event such as a hurricane or a tsunami, which limits its applicability to slow-
onset and chronic disasters such as health epidemics, poverty and social injustice (United 
Nations Office for Disaster Risk Reduction 2015, United Nations 2015). 
2.4.5 Positioning the Study within the Field  
 
Notwithstanding the criticism, the DMC serves an important function as it visually illustrates the 
range of interlinked fields within disaster research.  Each phase represents a distinct but 
connected body of literature.  Thus, the cycle provides a mechanism to categorise this literature 
and effectively position this study within the broader field.  In this case, the area of interest is 
Command and Control, specifically within emergency management in the UK and the US, which 
sits within the response phase, marked in blue on Fig 2.9.  As such, the selected literature was 
aligned to this phase.  However, due to the inherently multi-disciplinary nature of the field the 
author had to make assessments as to the relevance and importance of literature that spanned 
several phases in line with the Aim and Objectives.  Literature that clearly aligned with other 
phases was considered beyond the scope of this study and omitted. 
 
 Key Point 12: The DMC provides a mechanism to position the study within the 
broad range of literature 
2.4.6 Humanitarian and Emergency Response 
 
Conceptually the response phase can be programmatically split in two.  Humanitarian 
response, which is considered as activities conducted in relation to international disasters 
overseas, whereas emergency response is termed emergency management within the 
geographic confines of the UK or US.  Similarly, both the literature and practice is also split, 
though it can be argued that this is somewhat artificial as they share a similar core.  Irrespective 
of disaster type, location and organisations involved the fundamental skills; knowledge and 
experience needed for effective management are fundamentally similar.  Though, the 
respective domains are made-up of different organisations, either formally or informally 
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constituted, with differing cultural and sub-cultural norms, values and identities which are all 
brought together in often stressful multi-agency social environments when disaster occurs 
(Dacin, Goodstein and Scott 2002, House et al. 2002, McAuley, Duberley and Johnson 2006).  
This blend of cultures, identities and organisations impacts on Command and Control, and it is 
this dynamic, which is of research interest.  Interestingly, noted authors, such as Manyena 
(2014), who traverses the disaster management, geography and environmental sciences 
literature, vehemently criticise the funnelling of international development and disaster risk 
reduction activities through the narrow lens of Command and Control, arguing that it inhibits 
resilience building in the developing world.  This criticism is notable given that historically the 
basis for disaster response around the world is routed in collaboration between family, kin and 
social groups rather than formal organisations (Dynes 2000b).  Consequently, there is much to 
be learned from greater research interaction.  Though, given a noted lack of research informed 
practice; it is likely unrealistic to hope for such collaboration in the near future (CDRSS 2006, 
McEntire 2010, Neal and Webb 2006, Neal 2014). 
2.4.7 Emergency Response  
 
Vehicles with flashing lights and sirens are readily associated with emergency response, 
certainly in the UK and US context.  To the layman, images of police officers, fire-fighters and 
paramedics undertaking their duties are likely to come to mind when asked about disasters and 
their response.  However; the range of organisations involved is much broader, requiring 
significant multi-agency interaction and co-ordination in the form of Command and Control.  
This approach is considered by Dynes’ (1994) (p 142) as the dominant model and McEntire 
(2015) (p 112) as the traditional model of emergency response, an overview of which provided 
in Fig 2.11 below: 
 
Fig 2-11: The Traditional Model of Emergency Response 
Strengths Weakness’  
1. War may have the most adverse impact 
of any disaster 
1. Natural and technological disasters are 
more common 
2. Government is an important factor in 
disaster response operations 
2. Government is not the only actor in 
disaster response operations 
3. Standard Operating Procedures (SOP) 
provide logical guidelines for routine 
emergency situations  
3. SOP’s cannot provide guidance in all 
types of disaster situations  
4. Hierarchy and orders may save lives and 
help to get things done 
4. Top down structures may be slow or 
hinder the response 
5. The desire to bring order to disaster is 
natural and to be expected  
5. There may be order in chaos 
Adapted from: (McEntire 2015) (p 112) 
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The traditional model, or rather Command and Control frameworks based on its principles, have 
been heavily criticised (Dynes 1994, Groenendaal, Helsloot and Scholtens 2013, McEntire 
2015, Neal and Philips 1995, Waugh 2009c, Wenger, Quarantelli and Dynes 1990), though its 
influence on practice remains strong.  For a comprehensive review of associated literature see 
Jensen and Waugh (2014) and Jensen and Thompson (2015).  The professional model (see 
Fig 2.12) advocates a more collaborative all-hazards perspective as an alternative.  It 
recognises a broader range of stakeholders beyond emergency services focusing on 
integrating efforts in a flexible manner (McEntire 2007, McEntire 2015, O'Leary and Blomgren-
Bingham 2009).  The model promotes a broader interpretation of disaster that accepts that 
there may be order within chaos, acknowledging that communities and individuals can and will 
help themselves post disaster (Dynes, De Marchi and Pelanda 1987, Dynes 1994, McEntire 
2015, Tierney, Bevc and Kuligowski 2006).  This clashes with the traditional assumptions of 
Command and Control, and is arguably more aligned with the significant body of disaster 
sociology research, which concludes that pro-social rather than anti-social behaviour generally 
occurs post-disaster (Britton 1988, Dynes 1970, Dynes 1973, Dynes, De Marchi and Pelanda 
1987, Forrest 1988, Quarantelli and Dynes 1977, Quarantelli 1986, Rodriguez, Trainor and 
Quarantelli 2006, Tierney 1998), though the need to bring order to chaos still pervades 
practitioner and policy narratives (Tierney, Bevc and Kuligowski 2006).  
 
Fig 2-12: The Professional Model of Emergency Response 
Strengths Weakness’  
1. Takes and all-hazards approach 1. Downplays unique difficulties of war-time 
disasters 
2. Acknowledges many actors 2. Downplays the role of government and 
first responders 
3. Stresses integration of involved parties  3. Fails to recognise the importance of 
hierarchical leadership  
4. Allows for improvisation  4. Overlooks the benefit of Standard 
Operating Procedures (SOP) 
5. Accepts a broad picture of disaster  5. Fails to see details of field level 
operations 
Adapted from: (McEntire 2007) (p 101) 
 
Command and Control is seen as “the” model of choice for many, including humanitarians 
(Evans 2015a, Overseas Development Institute 2015).  Command and Control is fundamental 
to UK and US emergency response, it is enshrined at the heart of legislation and policy.  The 
UK GSB framework is mandated in Part 1 of the CCA (H.M. Government 2004c) and within the 
“Responding to Emergencies: the UK Central Government Response Concept of Operations” 
policy (H.M. Government 2013a).  In the US, it underpins the “National Response Framework 
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(NRF)” (Federal Emergency Management Agency 2008a), the “National Incident Management 
System (NIMS)” (Department of Homeland Security 2008) and the “Incident Command System 
(ICS)” (Federal Emergency Management Agency 2008b).  Command and Control is the 
underlying philosophy of emergency response and in light of this criticality an in-depth 
investigation is not only logical but also essential in the context of this study as “despite its 
presumed significance our scientific knowledge of Command and Control is still rather limited” 
(Groenendaal and Helsloot 2015) (p1).  
2.4.7.1 What is Command and Control? 
 
Command and Control literature can be split into 2 inter-linked sub-domains namely 
technological and social research.  There is a significant body focused on technological 
enhancements, as software-based Incident Management Systems (IMS) are critical to day-to-
day emergency response operations.  There are numerous systems on the market, such as 
Storm (Sopra Steria 2014), Atlas Incident Management System (Ultra Electronics 2015) and 
Vector Command (Vector Command 2015).  These have increased the effectiveness of global 
response operations over the past 30 years (Curka et al. 1993, Moynihan 2005, Rimstad and 
Braut In Pres, Slovis et al. 1985).  Key research themes include communications (Bellini et al. 
2013), dispatch and resource allocation (Brackett 2008), information-sharing (Bai, Wang and 
Zhang 2014, McMaster and Baber 2012) and situational awareness building (Bimson, Slim and 
Heileman 2014, Roth et al. 2009), decision-support (Hawe et al. 2012, Wilson et al. 2011) and 
training and simulation (Cohen et al. 2013a, Cohen et al. 2013b) amongst others.   
 
 Key Point 13: Command and Control research encompasses both technological 
and social domains 
2.4.7.2 Interoperability 
 
A key crossover between technological and social Command and Control research is the 
concept of interoperability as the literature spans multiple sub-domains.  Furthermore, Joint 
working is a key-concept within emergency management (House, Power and Alison 2014).  
Though, it has primarily been misrepresented as a technological issue as “in the past, research 
has tended to focus on the compatibility of the technology and equipment used by the 
responders” (Cole 2010) (p vii).  The confusion is understandable; the UK Civil Contingencies 
Secretariat (CCS) developed an Emergency Responder Interoperability Lexicon in 2010, but 
did not actually define the term “interoperability” within the document (H.M. Government 2013f).  
However, it is now a key concept within the “Joint Doctrine: the Interoperability Framework”, 
and is defined as “the extent which organisations can work together coherently as a matter of 
routine" indicting a broader conceptualisation of the term (H.M. Government 2013h) (p 2).  
Though, other definitions were in use (see (National Police Improvement Agency 2009b), and 
(North Atlantic Treaty Organisation 2006), until the advent of the Joint Emergency Services 
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Interoperability Programme (JESIP), which promotes joint-working amongst UK Ambulance, 
Fire and Police services only.  The UK government launched a consultation to “enable closer 
working between the emergency services” in September 2015, indicating that interoperability 
problems currently exist between the  core emergency services, never mind within and across 
the wider responder community (H.M. Government 2015, H.M. Government 2016).  “Inter-
operability is not just about technology it is about people and process” (Cole 2010) (p vii).  It is 
this ethos that provides the research driver.  Command and Control is a diverse and multi-
faceted idea, it has technical and social elements, so logically it may be understood and 
conceptualised in a variety of ways by different groups of people so this study will now focus 
accordingly. 
 
 Key Point 14: Interoperability is about people and processes, not just technology 
2.4.8 Management Theory and Command and Control 
 
Parker, cited in Rao and Venktram (2010) (p 3), defines management simply as the “art of 
getting things done through others”, whereas Ivancerich et al (1991) (p 5) defines it more 
expansively as “a process undertaken by one or more to co-ordinate the activities of other 
persons to achieve results not attainable by any one person alone”.  Numerous definitions exist 
and a comprehensive analysis of their merits is beyond this study: however, what is clear is 
that management is a process that centres on people.  This section focuses on management 
theory as the over-arching domain of Command and Control.  The study of management often 
begins with the classical period, however; any study must acknowledge the contributions of the 
pre-classical so a synopsis of the key theorists is outlined in Fig 2.13. 
 
Fig 2-13: Pre-Classical & Classical Management Theory 
Robert Owens (1771-1858) Considered the pioneer of Human Resource 
Management; advocated the necessity of 
worker welfare  
Charles Babbage (1792-1871) Inventor and management scientist.  
Invented the calculator, advocated ideas of 
specialisation of mental work and the 
necessity of profit-sharing  
Andrew Ure (1778-1857) Emphasised the need for management 
training paving the way for professional 
managers 
Henry Robinson Towne (1844-1924) Reviewed pre-classical theories concluding 
their emphasis was on developing 
techniques linked to technical expertise, 
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thus management was not previously 
considered as a separate field 
Classical Management Theorists 
Fredrick Taylor (1856-1915) Scientific Management: “best way of doing 
things” through simplifying complex tasks 
into sequences to improve productivity 
Frank Gilbreth (1868-1924) and Lillian 
Gilbreth (1878-1972) 
Time and Motion studies: concerned with 
the relationship between human beings and 
human effort to determine the optimum way 
of doing things 
Henri Fayol (1841-1925)  Administrative Management: Fayol 
believed management was more than just 
work, he developed 14 principles advocating 
that manager’s should organise and interact 
with staff  
Max Weber (1864-1920) Bureaucracy: a system of control, leaders 
exercise control through discipline.  
Jurisdictions are clear, hierarchical 
principles and rules, means of 
administration and production belong to the 
office, officials are selected on skill rather 
than elected and employment is a career 
Adapted from: (Allen 2004, Disha Management 2015, Taylor 1910, The Gilbreth Network 
1968, Wren, Bedeian and Breeze 2002) 
2.4.8.1 Command and Control as a Management Style  
 
Management theory has evolved into a diverse, broad field.  Rather than replacing the classic 
theories, new perspectives have tended to evolve over time.  Command and Control spans 
most domains of management.  The social dimension of Command and Control is humorously 
defined by Spolsky (2006) who captures its ethos in a clearly tongue-in-cheek manner stating 
“primarily, the idea is that people do what you tell them to do, and if they don’t, you yell at them 
until they do, and if they still don’t, you throw them in the brig for a while, and if the doesn’t 
teach them, you put them in charge of peeling onions on a submarine, sharing two cubic feet 
of personal space with a lad from a farm who never quite learned about brushing his teeth”.  
Spolsky (2006) clearly frames Command and Control as a management style, illustrating its 
militaristic origins.  There is a certain irony that a management style used by military forces to 
take life is also viewed as the traditional and dominant model to save life: the antithesis of 
warfare (Drabek and Evans 2007, Dynes 1994, National Ambulance Resilience Unit N.D.).  
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 Key Point 15: Command and Control is considered both the traditional and 
dominant model for emergency management 
 
As a management style Command and Control is autocratic and associated with militarism.  
Bass (1985) proposed a continuum with autocratic practices at one end and democratic at the 
other, with iterations along the continuum (Avery 2004).  This approach builds upon the earlier 
seminal work of Tannenbaum and Schmidt, which is a widely cited theory at many Business 
Schools (Management Study Guide 2013, Tannenbaum and Schmidt 1973). 
 
Fig 2-14: Tannenbaum and Schmidt’s Continuum 
 
Adapted from: (Management Study Guide 2013, Tannenbaum and Schmidt 1973) 
 
The widely accepted nature of Tannenbaum and Schmidt’s continuum offers validity to its use 
as a critical evaluative tool.  The combination of Spolsky’s perspective viewed through the lens 
of the Tannenbaum and Schmidt continuum suggests that Command and Control is a limited 
theoretical concept as the fundamental philosophy on which this, the dominant approach 
(Dynes 1994), is based is restricted to the autocratic extremes of the available spectrum: 
illustrated by the blue Make a Decision node on Fig 2.14. 
 
 Key Point 16: As a management style Command and Control is aligned with the 
autocratic domain   
  
The rationale behind this distinctively autocratic posture is understandable when considered 
from the perspective of a military commander.  In life or death combat situations, a military 
commander needs to be sure they can issue orders and soldiers will obey them (Halvorson 
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2010).  To this end, military training is designed to ensure that during combat soldiers will 
routinely risk injury and/or death rather than face the wrath of their superiors by disobeying a 
direct order (Spolsky 2006).  The Prussian King Frederick the Great instilled this quality within 
his armies and achieved significant military success during the 18th century Silesian Wars 
(Browning 2005).  He famously stated, “soldiers should fear their officers more than all the 
dangers to which they are exposed.  Goodwill can never induce the common soldier to stand 
up to such dangers; he will only do so through fear” (Luvaas 1995). 
 
Military Command and Control is autocratic to ensure compliance and maintain authority to 
enable forces to destroy an enemy.  Military objectives can include the killing or disablement of 
an enemy, or the taking and holding of territory, where the sacrifice of personnel and/or 
resources is permissible although generally not desirable (Schoomaker 2003).  Conversely, an 
emergency manager’s objectives are focused on the preservation of life and property, and the 
sacrifice of personnel and/or resources is generally considered a failure (Boersma et al. 2014).  
For example, 343 fire fighters were killed during the 9/11 attacks, many as a result of “mayday” 
calls that went unheard due to a failure of the New York Fire Department radio systems.  The 
legal and moral battle to find answers and apportion blame continued for years following, 
highlighting the unacceptable nature of losses (New York City Fire Department 2010).  These 
objectives are fundamentally different: however, the organisations share an autocratic 
leadership style.  It can be argued the ability to direct subordinates to take action and to face 
danger, whether in combat or in the fiery inferno of the burning World Trade Centre, is a 
beneficial trait.  Perhaps this is why Command and Control is dominant in both fields (Dynes 
1994).  The diametric nature of these objectives again raises the paradox of why the model is 
considered appropriate for both the taking and saving of lives? 
2.4.8.2 The Evolution of Command and Control 
 
Modern technology has broadened the complexity and scope of Command and Control though 
its fundamental purpose has remained constant for millennia (US Navy 1995).  Sun Tzu’s 4th 
Century BC “the Art of War” is perhaps the earliest known written military doctrine and is 
considered as “the” definitive historic work on military strategy (Giles 1910).  It is essentially a 
Command and Control manual, which details strategies for planning and co-ordinating 
battlefield manoeuvres.  Sun Tzu’s maxims have influenced eastern philosophy for over 2,000 
years and his global influence is considerable.  The text is essential reading at numerous 
military academies, and it has crossed over into mainstream literature (Krause 1995, 
Michaelson 2001, US Military Academy 2004).   
2.4.8.3 Phalanx Warfare: The Dawn of Military Command and Control 
 
The phalanx is one of the more iconic, albeit brutal, methods of warfare, which can be can be 
traced to around the 25th century BC (Lendering 2005).  A phalanx comprised of elite hoplite 
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infantry soldiers aligned in ranks of 4 deep in close order, armed with a helmet, shield and 
spear. The hoplites locked their shields together and the first few ranks projected their spears 
out over the first rank, presenting a shield wall and a mass of spear points, to the enemy 
(Cartledge 2003).  Phalanx warfare was a complex activity, requiring close teamwork, esprit de 
corps and selflessness.  It was a step-change from earlier smaller-scale warfare, which relied 
on individual soldier’s skill-at-arms rather than collective might (Homer 1998).  It was designed 
to suppress single combat for the good of the whole, as the resulting collective power was 
significantly more potent than that of an individual. Within the phalanx, each hoplite held his 
shield with his left arm, protecting himself and the hoplite to his left; success relied on how well 
the hoplites could maintain this formation during combat.  A simple but effective Command and 
Control system managed complex battlefield manoeuvres.  A commander at the rear issued 
orders via a musician.  Subordinate commanders positioned in each rank, upon hearing these 
orders, controlled the timing of movements by initiating battlefield hymns, which kept the 
phalanx in close order (Basar 2006).  This approach proved so effective that derivatives of the 
method are still used in today’s militaries in the form of parade drill and Tactical Advance to 
Battle (TAB) (Murray 2000, Parris 2004).   
 
The increasing scale of warfare, which expanded from village/town level to city-state versus 
city-state, to country versus country and then to multi-national coalition warfare provided the 
catalyst that spawned military Command and Control enabling it to continually evolve 
(Cartledge 2003, Gilbert 2008, Moore 2004, West and Smith 2003).  This exponential increase 
reached a pinnacle in the 20th century, with 2 World Wars and a subsequent Cold War 
(McEntire 2007).  As battlefields and armies expanded the need for a management style that 
ensured compliance and the maintenance of a commander’s authority over greater distances 
resulted in the entrenchment of autocratic principles.   
 
Command and Control is critical to military success and despite advancements in technology 
the fundamental purpose remains the same i.e. to ensure young men and women go into 
harm’s way to engage an enemy.  Perhaps, the capabilities to direct action, maintain span of 
control and situational awareness led to the emergence of Command and Control as the 
traditional model (McEntire 2015)?  This suggests that noting these benefits and perceivable 
similarities between warfare and disaster someone chose this approach (Chaudhury, Nibedita 
and Mishra 2012).  Although feasible, this is a somewhat naive argument as its emergence 
within this field is more likely a reflection of the norms and values of the early emergency 
managers and the paramilitary organisations they represented, rather than the result of a 
considered strategic decision.  
 
 Key Point 17: Command and Control is an ancient military approach some 4,500 
years old 
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2.4.8.4 Command and Control: Transition to Civilian Emergency 
Response 
 
Autocratic management styles were embedded within society during the industrial revolution 
(1760-1840), which brought about a step change in working practices (Unyimadu 1989).  Prior 
to this the primary societal driver of the earlier agrarian economy was the sun, which dictated 
a working schedule that began work at dawn and stopped at dusk. The industrial revolution 
altered this and the sun no longer controlled the labour force but instead they did as their 
industrial masters instructed in return for a wage, leading to a wider societal familiarity with the 
autocratic management style (Bendix 2001).  The increasing scale of warfare throughout the 
19th and 20th century embedded this cultural phenomenon, peaking during World War I when 
over 70 million military personnel were mobilised world-wide (Gilbert 2008).  The resultant post-
war labour force generally accepted autocracy, which was then further entrenched by mass-
militarisation during World War II, leading to its widespread industrial use during the first half of 
the 20th century (Bendix 2001).   
 
These occurrences laid the groundwork for the emergence of Command and Control within 
modern emergency management.  The increased governmental interest in civil emergency 
management in the late 1940s-1950s brought about by the Cold War saw civil defence offices 
appear as western governments attempted to prepare civilians for atomic attack through drills 
and field exercises (Davis 2007, Dillon 2014, McEntire 2007).  Civil defence was driven by 
government, military organisations, and paramilitary emergency services.  As such, Cold War 
era civil defence practitioners were well versed in Command and Control and at ease working 
in autocratic hierarchies on account of their respective cultures and identities (McEntire 2007).  
Rather worryingly, this suggests Command and Control seeped into Cold War civil defence 
rather than actually being selected as a fit-for-purpose managerial approach. 
 
As the Cold War drew to a close the civil defence remit began to change.  The approaches 
used to protect civilians against nuclear aggression were applied to civil disasters (McEntire 
2007): Civil Defence morphed into civil protection (Alexander 2002b).  The diminishing threat 
of nuclear attack saw a reduction in the size of the armed forces and the dismantling of the Civil 
Defence apparatus (Davis 2007).  Consequently, many former military and paramilitary 
personnel transferred to civil emergency management bringing their autocratic norms and 
values with them (ibid).  Thus, Command and Control’s dominance is due to an influx of 
personnel and a transferal of cultural norms and values.  Indeed, the associated practices may 
simply have been the “way we’ve always done it”.   
 
Support for Command and Control grew amongst practitioners before 9/11 in both the UK and 
the US (Buck, Trainor and Aguirre 2006, Jensen and Waugh 2014, Tierney 2001, Waugh 
2009a).  Indeed, practitioners have long sung the praises of the perceived benefits of Command 
and Control frameworks such as the US ICS (Cole 2000, Jensen and Thompson 2015, Trainor 
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2004, Trainor 2004, Wenger, Quarantelli and Dynes 1990).  This trend continued following 9/11 
with Presidential Declaration Five (PPD5), providing a legislative base for the “National Incident 
Management System (NIMS)” (Jensen 2010b, Jensen and Waugh 2014, U.S. Government 
2003).  The attacks also influenced the development of the UK CCA, which became more 
centralised, hierarchical and focused on counter-terrorism (O'Brien 2006).  This despite, the US 
National Research Council (P 142) stating that “empirical research… finds essentially no 
support for the Command and Control model either as a heuristic device for conceptualizing 
disaster management or as a strategy employed in actual disasters” (CDRSS 2006, Jensen 
and Waugh 2014).  This demonstrates that understanding of Command and Control is 
fragmented at best validating the need for this research. 
 
 Key Point 18: The emergence of Command and Control in UK and US emergency 
management is most likely the result of a transfer of personnel, culture, 
practices, norms and values 
 
Command and Control is fundamental to practice; both UK and US frameworks are centralised, 
top-down hierarchies, which operate as push-pull mechanisms (Anderson and Adey 2012, Neal 
and Webb 2006).  Local responders can pull support and resources as needed and in the most 
extreme of circumstances the national level can push resources down as command remains at 
the local level (Radvanovsky and McDougall 2013).  Despite this centrality, a holistic and 
universal perspective was not forthcoming; rather what was evident was an overwhelming top-
down focus of Command and Control as either GSB or ICS (i.e. a local focus) within the 
literature, particularly diagrammatic representations.  This is indicative of a fragmented 
awareness of Command and Control noted by Drabek (1985), and seemingly a holistic 
conceptualisation is still lacking today.  
 
 Key Point 19: Drabek identified a fragmented awareness of Command and 
Control in 1985; Information relating to the respective frameworks is still split 
across numerous policy documents so conceptualisation remains fragmented  
2.4.9  Command and Control: Academic versus Practitioner 
Viewpoints 
 
Opinions on Command and Control vary; practitioners tend to be supportive of the model 
though their views often lack supporting evidence (Neal 2014), whereas the academic literature 
is split containing both positive and critical perspectives.  For example, Chaudhury et al (2012) 
(p 256) states “only the government is the solo organization who will act and take necessary 
actions to disaster” presenting a distinctly traditional view.  Cole (2000) (p 203) hails ICS as the 
“world’s leading management system for the command, control and co-ordination of emergency 
scenes” so both authors are clearly in favour of the approach.  However, these perspectives 
are at odds with many disaster sociology perspectives.  Quarantelli (2002) (p1), is scathing in 
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his criticism stating “most disaster researchers who have systematically studied disaster 
management for more than 40 years, think that this is a poor model for managing at times of 
crises” – the full letter is contained in Appendix 2.  Academic criticisms of Command and Control 
predate the current UK and US frameworks and noted systemic failings are summarised in Fig 
2.15 below: 
 
Fig 2-15: Summary of Criticisms of Command and Control 
Criticism  Implications  
Inflexible structure Cannot readily adapt to dynamic 
situations 
Bureaucratic Too much red tape 
Overly centralised Chain of command vulnerable to 
disruption 
Myth of command 1 person cannot feasibly be in charge of 
everything in a disaster 
Hierarchical Authorisation required before action can 
be taken, which can delay response 
operations 
Assumption of disaster zone chaos Ignores 50 years of disaster sociology 
findings 
Restriction of emergent behaviour Citizens do not respond to disaster 
mentality 
Sources: (Buck, Trainor and Aguirre 2006, CDRSS 2006, Dynes and Quarantelli 
1968, Dynes and Quarantelli 1968, Dynes 1983, Dynes 1994, Groenendaal, Helsloot 
and Scholtens 2013, Jensen and Waugh 2014, Kapucu 2006, McAleavy 2010, 
McEntire 2015, Neal and Philips 1995, Quarantelli 1986, Quarantelli 2002, 
Quarantelli 2006, Swope and Patton 2005, Tierney 2001, Tierney 1998).   
 
A theoretical alternate to Command and Control exists, namely the Emergent Human Resource 
Model (EHRM), posited by the noted disaster scholar Russell Dynes in 1981, which advocates 
decentralisation, co-ordination and collaboration.  Lamentably, however dialogue remains 
within a small group of works and it is ignored in practice (Drabek 1985, Dynes 1981, Dynes 
1994, Neal and Philips 1995, Webb 2014).  
 
 Key Point 20: Academic criticisms of Command and Control are generally not 
reflected within practice 
 
Practice does not fully embrace academic perspectives though this stance is softening (Jensen 
et al. 2014, Neal 1993, Neal 2014, Quarantelli 2005, Rubin 2009, Smith and Wenger 2006, 
Tierney 2007), and is often focused on improvements within Command and Control (Bearman 
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et al. 2015, Breimyer 2011, Davis 2005, H.M. Government 2013c).  Scholtens et al (2014) 
argues for a shift in paradigm.  However, the posited decentralisation of operational level 
decision-making in Dutch emergency response whilst likely to increase effectiveness is 
conceptualised within the existing Command and Control framework so is arguably not a 
paradigm shift at all.  Similarly, JESIP is also indicative of what is known as a single-loop 
learning process, whereby the practitioner community is simply evaluating and improving “what 
we do” rather than questioning more deeply “why we do what we do” (Argyris 2002, Houchens 
et al. 2012).  Indeed, Moynihan (2007) (p 5) noted “while the ICS was not used successfully in 
Katrina, none of the subsequent after-action reviews questioned the basic wisdom of the ICS 
approach”.  These factors provide validation for this study as chronological and experiential 
learning of Command and Control is around 40 years and limited to a single-loop process 
meaning there is considerable scope for research. 
 
 Key Point 21: Practitioner Experience of Command and Control is limited to 40 
years based of single-loop chronological and experiential learning 
 
Fig 2-16: Single and Double Loop Learning Process 
 
2.4.10 Theoretical Developments in Disaster Research 
 
The disaster research community consists of 3 groups; core researchers who focus entirely on 
disaster, secondary researchers who occasionally dip in and out of the field, and tertiary 
scholars that are affected by disaster sparking a temporal interest in the field, though they 
generally return to their original specialties (CDRSS 2006, Tierney 2007).  Consequently, the 
field is quite small, though as a relatively young and specialist discipline this is perhaps to be 
expected.  The field is best characterized as having a traditional focus on problem solving, 
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arguably to its detriment in terms of theoretical development.  Funding bodies tend to have 
specific problems so researchers tailor their work to meet these requirements so at present 
there is a need to pursue “blue-sky” thinking to push the theoretical boundaries just because 
we can: science for science’s sake (Neal 2014, Quarantelli 1993). 
 
Disaster research has lacked coherent theorising due to this applied focus: but, the field is not 
entirely devoid of theory.  Early research adopted systems perspectives whereby disasters 
were viewed as disruptions to social systems (Barton 1969, Dynes 1970).  Later, natural 
hazards perspectives advocated social adjustments such as hazard avoidance, land-use 
planning and building codes to prepare for disasters, which has expanded to focus on all 
phases of the DMC.  The combination of systems and natural hazards perspectives provide the 
foundations of the contemporary field and are generally attributed to the works of Quarantelli, 
Dynes and White, however, as noted by Scanlon (1988) the name of Prince should be 
venerated alongside this esteemed list (Neal 2014, Prince 1920, Tierney 2007). 
 
Constructivist perspectives have become increasingly prevalent with Spector and Kitsuse’s 
(1977) works on interpretations of floods as either natural or human phenomena (Best 2002), 
and Stallings (1995) work which demonstrated that a lack of public concern, scientists’ interest 
and political will converged to construct earthquakes as a critical social problem in California 
forming the mainstream global narrative (Tierney 2007).  Other notable perspectives include 
conflict, with a strong view arguing that during disaster social cohesion improves (Barton 1969, 
Drabek 1986, Dynes 1970).  There is an alternate narrative however: whereby existing social-
tension continues following existing patterns in disaster also exists within the literature 
(Quarantelli and Dynes 1977, Tierney 2007). 
 
Disaster scholars have been slow to adopt perspectives on gender, class and race, the effects 
of which were viscerally demonstrated post Hurricane Katrina in 2005 (Hartman and Squires 
2006, Tierney 2007).  These perspectives are becoming increasingly significant and will likely 
continue to grow in importance given the increase in the severity and frequency of disasters 
and the further internationalisation of emergency management (Leaning 2013, Lewis, Phillip 
and Westgate 1976, Wilson and Gosiewska 2014).  However, disaster research is young so it 
has potential for growth but to develop the field must engage with broader theoretical domains 
such as risk, institutions, societal-environment interactions and organisations (Tierney 2007).  
Accordingly, this study is located within the organisations domain. 
2.4.11 Command and Control: an Organisations Theory Perspective  
 
Organigrams 1 and 2 outline structures that can be defined as organisations, though this 
concept is perhaps more of a general notion than comprehensively understood (Bratain 2014, 
Clegg and Hardy 1999).  Organisations theory is a disparate field used to develop and enhance 
knowledge though a collection of loosely knit themes, ideas and methods, which have 
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developed over time (Ashkanasy, Wilderom and Petersen 2011).  Historically the field contains 
2 broadly accepted perspectives, mechanistic and organic (Chang 2015).  Fordist 
manufacturing processes informs the traditional mechanistic view, and the (biological) organic 
perspective considers an organisation as a living entity (Bratain 2014, Morgan 2007).  Critiques 
of Command and Control advocate decentralised, collaborative approaches, whilst questioning 
the model’s appropriateness in the face of disaster, are perhaps more aligned with the organic 
view (Curnin and Owen 2014, Dynes 1970, Dynes 1994, McAleavy 2010, Neal and Philips 
1995, Quarantelli 2002, Quarantelli 2006, Swope and Patton 2005, Waugh and Streib 2006).  
Whereas, practitioner views that advocate Weberian hierarchies and centralisation, and focus 
on systemic enhancements are arguably mechanistic in their outlook (Bearman et al. 2015, 
Breimyer 2011, Cole 2000, Davis 2005, H.M. Government 2013c, Schneider 1992). 
  
 Key Point 22: Perspectives on Command and Control are divergent: academic 
critiques are more organic whereas practitioners are mechanistic 
2.4.11.1 Culture 
 
Culture is a key aspect of organisations theory: its study is influential in business and 
management research as well as within emergency management (Alvesson 2002).  Culture 
relates to how people think, it concerns feelings, values and actions, and is guided by notions, 
ideas, meanings and beliefs (Alvesson 2002).  Schein (2010) (p18) defines culture as “a pattern 
of shared basic assumptions learned by a group as it solves its problems of external adaptation 
and internal integration”.  The impact of culture research is such that during the 1980s it was 
considered as one of the defining aspects of a number of high performing US and Japanese 
businesses (Alvesson 2002).  Broadly speaking, the literature can be divided into 2 sub-
domains, namely organisational culture, and culture and performance (Hofstede et al. 1990, 
Xiaoming and Junchen 2012).  See Xiaoming and Junchen (2012) for a comprehensive review 
of this literature as this is considered beyond the scope of this chapter. 
 
Culture can be learnt, it can be overtly taught, or it may simply be “picked-up” by being there.  
It is a pattern or system of integration and in many ways it can be a method of simply fitting in 
(Schein 2010).  Consequently, an organisation may have an overt or formal culture and a 
number of informal sub-cultures which can be integrated (harmonious), differentiated (conflict) 
or fragmented (flux), which can lead to the formation of norms and values that are at cross 
purposes resulting in varying levels of performance (Hofstede 1998, Martin 1992, Schein 1994, 
Schein 2010).   
 
Disasters as social entities involve numerous organisations meaning culture is highly pertinent 
to this study (Dombrowsky 1998, Neal and Webb 2006). On a practical level deployed 
emergency responders must understand cultural differences to avoid misinterpretation and 
conflict (Diversity Preparedness - Drexel University 2015, Solis, Hightower and Kawaguchi 
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1997).  The “Pollock Report” (2013), which reviewed persistent lessons not being learned by 
UK practitioners since 1986 cited cultural factors 30 times, this included the absence of a no 
blame culture and the need for cultural changes around safety.  In the US there is a well-known 
cultural rivalry between the New York Police and Fire Departments, which is often dismissed 
as organisational pride and rivalry.  However, the 9/11 Commission Report concluded this 
dynamic cost lives on the day, which highlights the importance of culture within emergency 
response (9/11 Commission 2004, Adwar 2014). 
 
Disasters are inherently multi-agency, so ideally emergency management necessitates a whole 
community approach, particularly at the “catastrophic” level, which brings together numerous 
cultures, which if not managed appropriately may compromise the response (Kapucu 2015, 
Quarantelli 2006).  The New York inter-service rivalry has resulted in compromised routine 
emergency and disaster responses (Adwar 2014).  Research has also shown that cultures of 
racism and gender discrimination have afflicted emergency services worldwide with Police 
services on both sides of the Atlantic having faced accusations of institutional racism (Dick and 
Nadin 2006, Evans 2015b, Heijes 2007, New York Post 2015, Souhami 2014).  There is an 
increasing body of psychosocial research looking to combat the traditional macho-hard-drinking 
emergency services culture focused on reducing stress, critical-incident stress management 
and Post-Traumatic Stress Disorder (PTSD) treatment as high numbers of suicides still occur.  
Cultural factors mean practitioners with mental health problems do not readily seek help due to 
fear of ridicule (Gollom 2014, Gow and Paton 2008, O'Riordan 1992, Regel 2007).   
 
Command and Control is also a culture.  Military recruits are indoctrinated to respect the chain 
of command upon enlistment to ensure soldiers follow orders in battle (British Army 2015).  
Paramilitary emergency services adopt similar practices, though to a lesser degree (Wakefield 
and Fleming 2009).  However, other emergency management organisations are very different 
and there are distinct cultural differences between the public and private sectors, which span 
the range of emergency responders, the former tend to be more collaborative, though this is 
not universal (Baaraspul 2009, Downe and Asworth 2013).  This public/private sector cultural 
dynamic also raises an interesting question concerning the significance of profit (a key issue in 
the private sector) and where it ranks within the generic priorities of life, property and 
environment.  These priorities are more culturally ingrained into emergency services that focus 
on life-saving every day, but perhaps not so in profit oriented businesses (H.M. Government 
2014a, Sylves 2008).  These factors when viewed through Tannenbaum and Schmidt’s 
continuum (1973) indicate a range of organisational cultures are brought together within the 
temporal Command and Control framework (Dynes 1981).  This has the potential to reduce 
interoperability unless a consensus is achieved, which is a paradox of the fundamental 
autocratic principles of Command and Control.   
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The UK Police Gold Commander role and the US Unified Command concept are attempts to 
alleviate this.  However, interoperability is still hampered by multiple organisational cultures and 
goals, which has necessitated national policy initiatives such as JESIP, and the NIMS/ICS 
standardisation drive (Department of Homeland Security 2008, H.M. Government 2013c, 
Schaafstall, Johnston and Oser 2001).  Though training is rather one-dimensional as it is 
“heavily influenced by first-responder culture”, which impacts on the learning outcomes (Wilson 
2013) (p 96).  Despite development activities there remains an identifiable need for additional 
research as standardisation has yet to be achieved and may well be a pipe-dream (Drabek 
1985, Jensen 2009) as the systems are culturally fragmented, which can inhibit emergency 
response operations.  The dominant cultures within Command and Control reflect the principal 
(those organisations that hold power) within the frameworks, which are in turn an indication of 
how individuals see themselves (Yelegaonkar 2014).  Dynes and Quarantelli (1975) found a 
range of behavioural styles in local response ranging across Tannenbaum and Schmidt’s 
continuum, which validates this point (Drabek 1985, Tannenbaum and Schmidt 1973).  Indeed, 
no specific personality type is yet associated with effective command, which questions the 
current standardisation agenda (Groenendaal and Helsloot 2015). 
 
 Key Point 23: The UK and US Command and Control frameworks contain a range 
of dissimilar organisational cultures, which are not always harmonious  
2.4.11.2 Identity  
 
The development of an individual’s identity is something that takes places over a lifetime, 
requiring the building blocks of continuity, uniqueness, and the establishment of affiliations to 
separate one’s self from others to establish a sense of individuality (Cote and Levine 2002).  
Defining identity is a complex task beyond the scope of this study and a comprehensive 
definition has so far eluded the field (Waterman 1988).  This section will focus on the 2 dominant 
themes within the relevant literature: identity theory, which is concerned with “what one does” 
and social identity theory, which bases identify formation on “who one is” (Cote and Levine 
2002).   
 
Within identity theory there are 2 key perspectives: firstly, Erikson’s Psychosocial Development 
theory, which was influenced by Freud’s structure and topography of personality (Burke and 
Stets 1998).  Within the theory, a person seeks a stable identity experientially through identity 
versus role confusion in social and occupational settings during 8 life-stages from childhood to 
adulthood (Elkind N.D., McLeod 2013, Palombo, Bendicsen and Kock 2009, Svetlina 2014).  
The second key perspective is Marcia’s Identity Status theory in which identity is the combined 
outcome of a person’s exploration (experimentation with directions and beliefs), commitment 
(decisions on path taken) and making of a firm commitment to a status (Ickes, Park and 
Johnson 2012).   
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At first glance the notions of what one does and who one is may seem similar, but on closer 
inspection they are markedly different.  The author, upon joining H.M. Coastguard in 2002 was 
informed “once a coastguard always a coastguard” and was indoctrinated with a view of the 
service as part of who you are rather than just what you did.  From this perspective it can be 
argued that for many practitioners their careers are more than just a job, they are dedicated to 
their profession and it is a way of life.  For some, a job is a job; a means to an end and a way 
to pay the bills so emergency management is what they do rather than who they are.  Indeed, 
many practitioners are drawn to their careers for the team bonds that establish a strong identity 
through a joint cause; a higher purpose and camaraderie, and sometimes a uniform or badge 
which is part of the identity formation process (McLeod 2013).   
 
Research suggests Command and Control works better in single service environments (Bigley 
and Roberts 2001, Cole 2000, Jensen 2009).  Identity contributes to this effectiveness as it 
binds personnel as collective identify amongst responders is developed through extensive 
training and indoctrination.  This helps to engender unit cohesion and is a key-trait of high-
performance teams (Molnau N.D.).  Where it is less effective is “disasters” and “catastrophes” 
where far more organisations respond (Quarantelli 2006), more identities are brought together 
under extreme stress and may or may not be compatible with the roles stated in the pre-defined 
command structure.  Key organisations such as the Police, Fire and Ambulance services recruit 
personnel, they undergo basic training, which forms their organisational identity (and culture), 
and they can often amass years of in-service experience before undertaking a command role 
in the multi-agency disaster response sense though, liaison and multi-agency working takes 
place day-to-day.  In the UK, multi-agency command training is a relatively new evolution as 
much of the training is conducted in-house.  However, the new multi-agency training primarily 
focuses on the needs of the host organisation (College of Policing 2015a, Fire Service College 
2010).  Other organisations such as local government, the voluntary and private sectors do not 
have such formalised career progressions, and it is far more common for personnel to switch 
between sectors and roles within their career meaning should they be deployed they may well 
have remnants of multiple identities and organisational cultures (Meister 2015).  Thus, multi-
agency culture and identity are secondary to a commander’s principal organisational culture, 
identity and expertise, which have the potential to disrupt Command and Control interoperability 
(Ford and Schmidt 2000).    
 
 Key Point 24: Multi-agency culture and identity formation are secondary to a 
commander’s principal organisational culture and identify  
 
Social identity theory was developed by Tajfel and Turner in 1979 to understand intergroup 
discrimination, specifically why in-group members tend favour their own (Capozza 2000).  
Within this perspective an individual does not have one identity rather they have several, and 
how they act, feel and think is largely dictated by social circumstances so family, friends and 
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colleagues may all see different identities that are true, but they are not necessarily the same 
(University of Twente 2010).  Social identity is drawn from perceived group membership and is 
essentially an “us” conceptualisation that defines who one is, rather than what one does (Cote 
and Levine 2002, University of Twente 2010).  When group members categorise themselves 
they tend to favour other members and seek positive self-esteem by differentiating non-
members, forming their identity in terms of we as opposed to “I” (Tajfel 2010, University of 
Twente 2010, Worschel and Austin 1986).  This phenomenon has manifested within the 
emergency management community with both positive and negative outcomes. 
 
The emergency management community often enjoys a sense of camaraderie and esprit de 
corps; they can be close-knit communities that often pull-together in crises (Charman 2013, 
Marsar 2013).  However, there have been scandals, cover-ups and cases of officers protecting 
their own, such as the Hillsborough football stadium disaster, and reports of bullying, 
intimidation, clique-formation and nepotism (Barnett 2015, British Broadcasting Corporation 
2012b, Browder 2012, Gallagher 2015).  Indeed, Michael Brown, FEMA Administrator during 
Hurricane Katrina refused volunteer fire fighters permission to deploy into Louisiana, as they 
weren’t “us”.  Instead, preferring to deploy 1,000 DHS personnel under his command that would 
take 48 hours to mobilise illustrating the relevance of social identity theory, and need for 
responders to be part of the response social network (Waugh 2006).   
2.4.11.2.1 Social Network Analysis 
 
Social Network Analysis (SNA) is becoming increasingly important in disaster research as a 
tool that can be used to identify “us” and “them” (Kapucu, Yuldahsev and Arslan 2010).  
Magsino (2009) (p16) defines a social network as “the interactions between people and 
organizations, including who knows, works with, or communicates with who, that can be 
mapped”.  Freeman (2004) cited in McCulloh, Armstrong and Johnson (2013) (p31), provides 
a more in-depth perspective, suggesting the approach “is grounded in the intuitive notion that 
the patterning of social ties in which actors are embedded has important consequences for 
those actors.  Network analysts then seek to uncover various kinds of patterns and try to 
determine the conditions under which those patterns arise and to discover their consequences”.   
 
SNA indicates that Command and Control is a closed shop as in the UK the CCA - Part 1 
categorises organisations (see Fig 2.20), which effectively legislates the social network that is 
empowered to plan for and respond to emergencies (H.M. Government 2004b).  It is what can 
be termed a professionalised model based on organisational relationships and cooperation, 
however from a more cynical SNA perspective it dictates who can and more importantly who 
(by omission) cannot respond (McEntire 2007, McEntire 2015, O'Leary and Blomgren-Bingham 
2009).  The US adopts a more open whole community approach, though the extent of this 
engagement likely differs across the country (Federal Emergency Management Agency 2014m, 
Kapucu 2015).  This could inadvertently promote a consumer-culture whereby the public simply 
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expect designated organisations to meet their emergency management needs advocating the 
public do nothing to help themselves.  Extensive disaster sociology research indicates the 
public are not passive and generally act pro-socially when disaster strikes so at a philosophical 
level Command and Control contradicts a significant body of disaster research (Auf der Heide 
2004, Carr and Jensen 2015, Dynes, De Marchi and Pelanda 1987, Dynes 1994, Fischer 2003, 
Kreps 1984, Perry and Lindell 2003, Rodriguez, Trainor and Quarantelli 2006, Stallings and 
Quarantelli 1985, Tierney 1998, Tierney and Trainor 2004, Tierney, Bevc and Kuligowski 2006).  
In catastrophe it is idealistic to expect “us” (those responders in the social network) to be able 
to seek authorisation, and it is stupid to expect “them” (those not in the social network) to do 
the same, as they are not authorised to do so.  Furthermore, pro-social actively is often framed 
as anti-social behaviour, which may also limit the public’s inclination towards self-help (Tierney, 
Bevc and Kuligowski 2006).  SNA demonstrates that Command and Control actually inhibits 
the community’s propensity and ability to prepare for and respond to disaster.  A defence of 
this based on Police crime scene protection, Fire service cordon health and safety and 
Ambulance service privacy of patient’s rights can be made as these services do not want the 
“chaos” of untrained personnel getting in the way.  However, this is excusable when it may 
ultimately cost further lives as valuable human and material resources are left unused.   
2.4.11.3 Metaphor 
 
“All the world is a stage, and all the men and women merely players, they have their exits and 
their entrances”  
(William Shakespeare) 
 
Metaphor is a staple of organisations research, and involves the mapping of entities, structures 
and relations from a source domain on to a target domain to enable a deeper conceptual 
understanding by making the unfamiliar become familiar (Cornelissen and Kafouros 2008a, 
Lakoff and Johnson 2003, Morgan 2007).  Metaphor is a way of thinking and seeing, it informs 
our world view; it influences science, language and day-to-day expression as it is a process of 
understanding one element of experience in terms of another through implicit assertions that A 
is like B that moves beyond the literal, for example “the man is a lion” (Morgan 2007).  
Shakespeare’s quote cited above provides an interesting though abstract metaphor of disaster 
management, which illustrates the ability of metaphor to convey deeper meaning beyond the 
literal.  “All the world is a stage”, the disaster is the world and the stage is the Command and 
Control framework, and “all the men and women merely players” refers to the survivors and the 
responders and, “they have their exits and their entrances” emergency responders have their 
jobs and a finite timescale in which to do them. 
 
Metaphor is considered as one of the primary means by which academics conceptualise 
organisations (Cornelissen and Kafouros 2008a).  Metaphor is becoming increasingly valuable 
as an imagery tool to simplify complexity within organisations through a non-literal descriptive 
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process to understand real situations in deeper and more meaningful ways (Morgan 2007, Renz 
2009).  Morgan’s (2007) 8 organisational metaphors, see Fig 2.17, are a valuable analytical 
tool and are perhaps the most influential organisational metaphor theory to date (Grant and 
Oswick 1996, Lang 2008, Morgan 2007).  The contribution of metaphor to organisations theory 
is widely acknowledged, though questions remain as to the precise impact of metaphors on 
actual theoretical understanding and the specific impact of particular metaphors (Alvesson 
1993, Cornelissen and Kafouros 2008a).   
 
Research using organisational metaphor is active and a chronological account of all research 
is beyond the remit of this study.  Rather, an indication of the thematic breadth of current 
research within this sub-domain of organisations theory is provided to illustrate the current state 
of the art. 
 
Hausmann-Muela and Eckl’s (2015) research on malaria prevention discusses the 
metaphorical framing of the disease as a biotechnological issue rather than one of social 
deprivation.  The policy implications of the metaphor switch are significant potentially diverting 
strategic emphasis and funding away from developing vulnerable countries towards investment 
in biotechnology research, which illustrates the power of organisational metaphor in policy 
development.  Christensen and Cornelissen (2015) combine myth and metaphor to understand 
organisational transparency, which is a key focus for private as well public and voluntary sector 
organisations (Bennis, Goleman and O'Toole 2008).  Indeed, within emergency management 
the need for organisational transparency is paramount when lives may be lost and public 
inquiries may result from actions taken or not taken.  Christensen and Cornelissen (2015) frame 
organisational transparency using metaphors of openness and information and proactive 
disclosure, communicating passive and active images which highlight the method’s ability to 
convey differing interpretations of the same concept.   
 
McAllister et al (2015) eloquently liken the political skill needed to thrive in organisational life to 
a game of chess.  This resonates closely with the hyper-political Command and Control 
environment that typifies most post disaster scenarios, where best and self-interests can 
collide; individuals and organisations play the game rather than pursue the greater good (Sylves 
2008).  Nisula et al (2015) use playfulness as a metaphor for team creativity and 
innovativeness, which has application within emergency management.  Creativity and flexibility 
amongst emergency responders is frequently posited as a solution to criticisms of Command 
and Control (McEntire et al. 2013, Webb 2014).  Thus, Nisula et al’s (2015) playfulness 
metaphor has potential as a training tool to promote these qualities and encourage greater 
decentralisation (Drabek and McEntire 2002, Jensen 2009, Perry 2003, Tierney and Trainor 
2004, Waugh 1994).  The “symbol of the commander in chief is so strong that the scientific 
insights gain no ground with practitioners” so innovative methods to link theory to practice are 
much needed (Helsloot 2008a) (p 174). 
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Metaphor pervades business, economics, finance, management, training, health, education 
and organisational development research.  Indeed, disaster is frequently represented using the 
metaphor of war; but, little evidence of broader metaphor research in emergency management 
(beyond the medical sector) has been found (Craven, Hollis and Richardson 2011, Docherty 
2001).  This indicates there is a significant research gap to harness the communicative power 
of metaphor to gain a deeper and richer insight into practitioners’ views of Command and 
Control beyond mere description. 
2.4.11.3.1 Morgan’s Organisational Metaphors 
 
Morgan’s (2007) 8 metaphors, outlined in Fig 2.17 below, provide a framework to map 
similarities and differences in interpretations of Command and Control forming the basis of a 
systematic study using linguistic and visual metaphor. 
 
Fig 2-17: Morgan’s (2007) Organisational Metaphors 
Metaphor Criteria 
1. Machine Efficiency, waste, maintenance, order, clockwork, cogs in 
a wheel, programmes, inputs and outputs, 
standardisation, production, measurement and control, 
design 
2. Organism Living systems, environmental conditions, adaptation, life 
cycles, recycling, needs, homeostasis, evolution, survival 
of the fittest, health, illness 
3. Brain Learning, parallel information processing, distributed 
control, mind-sets, intelligence, feedback, requisite 
variety, knowledge, networks 
4. Culture Society, values, beliefs, laws, ideology, rituals, diversity, 
traditions, history, service, shared vision and mission, 
understanding, qualities, families 
5. Political system Interests and rights, power, hidden agendas and back 
room deals, authority, alliances, party-line, censorship, 
gatekeepers, leaders, conflict management 
6. Psychic prison Conscious & unconscious processes, repression & 
regression, ego, denial, projection, coping & defence 
mechanisms, pain & pleasure principle, dysfunction, 
workaholis 
7. Flux & transformation Constant change, dynamic equilibrium, flow, self-
organisation, systemic wisdom, attractors, chaos, 
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complexity, butterfly effect, emergent properties, 
dialectics, paradox 
8. Instrument of domination Alienation, repression, imposing values, compliance, 
charisma, maintenance of power, force, exploitation, 
divide and rule, discrimination, corporate interest 
Adapted from: (Lawley 2001, Morgan 2007, Oates and Fitzgerald 2007) 
 
 Key Point 25: It has been argued that all we know about organisations is drawn 
from Morgan’s (2007) metaphors 
2.4.12 Defining the Selected Theoretical Lenses 
 
The two initial theoretical lenses, identity and culture are linked by the third, metaphor, which is 
the primary theoretical domain underpinning this study.  Culture and identity are metaphors as 
they capture important features of Command and Control in that stakeholders display identity 
and cultural traits related to any given organisation, which is established on the premise that 
identities and cultures can be ascribed to organisations as well as people (Gioia, Schultz and 
Corley 2000, Whetten and Mackey 2002).  It is metaphor that provides the thread that binds 
these 3 domains together.  Herein is the crux of the rationale, much of our knowledge of 
organisations is rooted in Morgan’s 8 metaphors (Grant and Oswick 1996, Lang 2008, Morgan 
2007).  Thus, as Command and Control is a social rather than a physical entity, metaphor can 
be used to make it more intelligible and understandable through the richness of practitioners’ 
own language and imagery to enhance knowledge and interoperability in preparedness for 
future disasters (Barter 2011, Cornelissen and Kafouros 2008b). 
2.5 The Policy and Practice of Command and Control 
2.5.1 Emergency Management in the United Kingdom (UK) 
 
O’Brien and Read (2005) argue the aftermath of World War II was pivotal in the evolution of UK 
emergency management.  The legislative combination of the Civil Defence Act (1948) (H.M. 
Government 1948), which set out procedures for the public to protect themselves in the event 
of a nuclear attack and the Emergency Powers Act (1920) amended (1964), which gave the 
sovereign power the ability to declare a state of emergency in certain circumstances, coupled 
with the UK Central Government’s willingness to let local organisations deal with emergencies, 
ensured that UK emergency management evolved in a complex but localised manner (Kapucu 
2010, Sahin, Kapucu and Unlu 2008).  Hills (1994) (p 66) stated “there has never been one 
man or one organisation charged with managing the national response to disasters in the UK”, 
which illustrates the primacy of local responders and the devolved but intrinsically multi-agency 
nature of UK emergency management (Rockett 1994).  Successive governments maintained 
that control must be exercised locally, although no statutory duty to respond collectively or to 
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cooperate and coordinate local efforts existed (Cabinet Office 2004, Kapucu 2010).  Though, it 
was understood that external assistance may be needed, the responsibility to plan for and deal 
with disaster remained a local responsibility (Hills 1994, Kapucu 2010, Rockett 1994).  This 
approach of central and local responsibilities remained the hallmark of UK emergency 
management up to the 1980s, when the Civil Defence in Peacetime Act (1986) recognised the 
end of the Cold War and effectively legislated for the system that was in place (Hills 1994, 
Kapucu 2010). 
 
In the late 1980s, a number of civilian disasters including the Kings Cross fire (1987), the 
Zeebrugge ferry capsize (1987), the Clapham rail crash (1988) and the, Hillsborough Football 
Stadium crush (1989) pushed a review of emergency management up the political agenda 
(O'Brien and Read 2005).  The subsequent Home Office reviews in 1989 and 1991 concluded 
there was no need for change (Hills 1994, Kapucu 2010, O'Brien and Read 2005).  
Consequently, the existing system remained in place up to the end of the last millennium 
(Kapucu 2010, O'Brien and Read 2005, Smith 2003). 
 
Disasters, or rather the experience of such events, often act as a catalyst providing the impetus 
for change (Alexander 2002b, Olofsson 2007).  Although, the UK disasters of the 1980s did not 
lead to legislative change at the time, it may be argued these events “sowed the seeds” for 
future change.  Arguably, without the disasters of the 1980s the current UK legislation in the 
form of the Civil Contingencies Act (2004) may well have evolved differently or indeed not at all 
(H.M. Government 2004a, H.M. Government 2004b).  Due to the relatively limited scope and 
scale of these incidents the resultant UK conceptualisation of disaster does not reflect the global 
or indeed academic understanding of the term (Bissell 2013, Perry and Quarantelli 2005b).  
However, it was events early in the new millennium that would prove to be the catalyst for 
change. 
 
At the turn of the 21st century memories of Chernobyl, Hillsborough, King’s Cross and 
Zeebrugge etc still lingered in the collective UK psyche.  Whilst, the increasingly global reach 
of modern media ensured that international disasters, such as the 1994 Rwandan genocide 
(United Human Rights Council 2014) and the 1995 Kobe earthquake (Tierney and Goltz 1997), 
events that would once have been remote and seemingly distant were brought into the homes 
of millions of Britons (Moore 1994).  It was against this backdrop of an increasingly disaster-
aware British public that the Millennium Bug fiasco occurred, highlighting the Central 
Government’s inability to respond quickly to disaster (O'Brien 2007).  The Millennium Bug, 
(O'Brien 2006) (p 67) in particular demonstrated to the UK Central Government that it could not 
direct action at a local level, with many government departments feeling constrained because 
they lacked formal powers to require information or action (Beckett 2000, O'Brien 2006).  The 
fuel crisis and autumnal floods of 2000, and Foot and Mouth outbreak in 2001 enhanced this 
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belief, propelling the UK Central Government into action (H.M. Government 2004a, H.M. 
Government 2004b, Kapucu 2010, O'Brien and Read 2005).   
 
A review commenced in early 2001, which resulted in lead responsibility transferring to the new 
Civil Contingencies Secretariat (CCS) (Kapucu 2010, O'Brien 2006, O'Brien 2007).  This 
process included a public consultation exercise, which reinforced Central Government’s 
conclusion that legislation of the time no longer provided an adequate framework, and new 
legislation was needed (O'Brien 2006, Smith 2003), though it is worth noting that Civil Servants 
rather than practitioners or academics made these policy decisions.  Following public 
consultation on the draft Bill and pre-legislative scrutiny by a Joint Parliamentary Committee, 
the Civil Contingencies Bill was introduced to Parliament on 7th January 2004 and received 
Royal Assent on 18th November 2004 (H.M. Government 2004b).  Hence forth, it became 
known as the Civil Contingencies Act 2004 and the CCA herein.   
 
 Key Point 26: UK governmental failures in the late 1990s early 2000s triggered 
legislative change, resulting in the passing of the CCA in 2004 
2.5.2 The Civil Contingencies Act 2004 (CCA) 
 
The CCA was heralded a new beginning for UK Emergency Management as it sought to 
establish an effective framework for anticipating and responding to a range of threats, whilst 
reforming the out-dated civil defence legislation that was focused on a nuclear attack (O'Brien 
2006).  Essentially an overhaul of the Emergency Powers Act (1920) amended (1964), the Civil 
Defence Act (1948), and the Civil Defence in Peacetime Act (1986) (H.M. Government 1920, 
H.M. Government 1948, H.M. Government 1964, H.M. Government 1986).  The CCA and the 
accompanying regulations and non-legislative measures, were designed to deliver a single 
framework for emergency management in the UK capable of meeting the challenge of the 21st 
century.  However, despite these lofty aspirations the CCA has been criticised as it seemingly 
legislated for the existing system rather than altering existing practice at a fundamental level as 
many had hoped (Kapucu 2010, O'Brien and Read 2005, O'Brien 2006, O'Brien 2007). 
2.5.2.1 Definition of an Emergency 
 
A key aspect of this modernisation was the redefining of “emergency” in order to expand the 
remit of local emergency responders (H.M. Government 2004a).  The CCA defines 
“emergency” as “an event or situation, which threatens serious damage to human welfare in a 
place in the UK, the environment of a place in the UK, or the security of the UK or of a place in 
the UK,” (Anderson and Adey 2012, Civil Contingencies Secretariat 2013).  Before the CCA 
(2004), the Emergency Powers Act (1920) defined “emergency” as “interference with specified 
services and resources which will deprive the community of the essentials of life”; the Civil 
Defence Act (1948) defined it as a “hostile attack”.  The Civil Defence in Peacetime Act (1986) 
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indicates a shift in the meaning of “emergency” to denote crises arising from both natural 
disasters and civil emergencies, which is an important policy development signifying an 
expansion in the practical conceptualisation of the term “emergency” (O'Brien 2006).  
Consequently, the review concluded the list of services and resources was out-dated and 
unsuitable in the modern world, and the focus on essential services and resources did not 
accurately reflect 21st century threats (H.M. Government 2004a, O'Brien 2006, O'Brien 2007).  
The purpose of redefining “emergency” was to expand the remit of responders beyond the 
singular threat of nuclear attack to meet the broader-array of risks facing the UK as detailed in 
the National Risk Register (NRR): (Cabinet Office 2015).  However, as discussed earlier the 
current definition is limited, as it ignores and indeed contravenes over 50 years of research, 
though it fulfils its policy role as a trigger mechanism.  It can be argued whilst trying to move 
away from a singular-focus that UK emergency management has, perhaps inadvertently, 
refocused itself on another specific threat as a result of the 9/11 terrorist attacks in the US 
(O'Brien 2006, O'Brien 2007). 
2.5.2.2 Overview of the CCA (2004) 
 
The CCA is the capstone of UK emergency management underpinning all emergency 
preparedness, response and recovery activities.  For the first time the legislation allocated 
certain duties to those organisations categorised as responders and established a framework 
with national, regional and local tiers.  However, this arguably legislated for the informal 
structure that was in place prior, whilst also drawing in additional organisations into the multi-
agency environment (Dillon 2014, O'Brien 2006).  Please note the UK Conservative 
government abolished the regional tier of government in 2011, rationalising the UK governance 
framework into tiers in a move the Communities Secretary Eric Pickles claimed brought to an 
end “the Command and Control apparatus of England’s over-centralised state” (Cooper 2011, 
Sandford 2013).  The CCA comprises 2 substantive parts, with a third general administrative 
component summarised in Fig 2.18 (H.M. Government 2004a, H.M. Government 2004b).   
 
Fig 2-18: Components of the CCA (2004) 
 Part 1 – Local Arrangements: focuses on local arrangements for emergency 
management, establishing a statutory framework of roles and responsibilities for local 
responders (H.M. Government 2004c). 
 Part 2 – Emergency Powers: focuses on emergency powers, establishing a modern 
framework for the use of special legislative measures that might be necessary to deal 
with the effects of the most serious emergencies (H.M. Government 2004d). 
 Part 3 – General: contains the mechanisms for minor and consequential amendments 
and repeals, details of the monies to be provided by Parliament, and provisions for the 
commencement of the “Act” (H.M. Government 2004e). 
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Despite being heralded as a new beginning it can be argued the CCA was not entirely new at 
all (O'Brien 2006, O'Brien 2007) but instead simply formalised and codified existing structures 
and practice, establishing legal duties for the first time (Dillon 2014, O'Brien and Read 2005).   
Though, still retaining the guiding principle of Central Government’s role of advisor and co-
ordinator with local organisations responsible for filling the details of operational planning and 
managing incidents on the ground (Smith 2003).  As such, the CCA was perhaps more of an 
enhancement rather than a new-dawn.   
 
The following section details parts 1 and 2 of the CCA only as Part 3 is the administrative 
component, which is not relevant.  Discussion of these elements is necessary to contextualise 
UK emergency management and to demonstrate the central role Command and Control plays 
within it. 
2.5.3 The CCA (2004) – Part 1: Local Arrangements  
 
Part 1 updates the definition of “emergency”.  It establishes a clear set of responder roles and 
responsibilities for the first time in order to afford greater structure and consistency to civil 
protection activities, whilst also establishing a sound basis for performance management at a 
local level (H.M. Government 2004a).  A key aspect of the legislation is the statutory civil 
protection duties, summarised in Fig 2.19, which legally obligates those organisations 
categorised as having a role in emergency management to adhere to (H.M. Government 
2013d).   
 
The 7 duties adopt a risk-based approach to emergency management, predicated on the 
effective identification and assessment of hazards (Coppola 2006).  This is arguably the 
dominant approach prevalent to Western emergency management, enshrined in UK law by the 
CCA (Federal Emergency Management Agency 1996, Public Safety Canada 2011).  The 
alternate vulnerabilities approach focuses on identifying and mitigating vulnerabilities within 
societies and is prevalent in the developing world is seemingly beyond the legal scope of UK 
emergency management, despite its increasing relevance to the emerging community 
resilience work-stream (Enarson 2007, H.M. Government 2011a). 
 
 Key Point 27: The CCA effectively legislates for the risk-based approach in UK 
emergency management 
 
Fig 2-19: Civil Contingencies Act (2004) Statutory Duties 
No Duty 
1.  Risk Assessment 
2.  Emergency Planning 
3.  Business Continuity  
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4.  Public Warning and Informing 
5.  Information sharing with other local responders 
6.  Cooperation with other local responders 
7.  Business Continuity Promotion (Local Government only) 
Source: (H.M. Government 2004c) 
2.5.3.1 The UK’s Emergency Responder Social Network 
 
The CCA clearly defines Category 1 emergency responders who are “likely to be at the core of 
the response to most emergencies and are subject to the full range of civil protection duties (1-
7 above)”; (Civil Contingencies Secretariat 2013, Stainsby 2012).  The CCA also defines 
Category 2 emergency responder organisations, who are “less likely to be involved in the heart 
of multi-agency planning work, but will be heavily involved in preparing for incidents affecting 
their sectors” (Stainsby 2012).  These organisations are required to co-operate and share 
information (duties 5 and 6) with other categorised responders (Civil Contingencies Secretariat 
2013, Stainsby 2012).  It is interesting to note that in the early 2000s the UK Central 
Government felt it necessary to enact legislation that legally required emergency responders to 
both co-operate and to share information; this begs the question whether this should not already 
be happening and if not then why not?  More recently, between September and October 2015 
H.M. Government undertook consultation on proposals to enable closer working between the 
Police, Fire and Ambulance services in England, highlighting that services are still not 
cooperating effectively (H.M. Government 2016). 
  
 Key Point 28: The CCA defines the UK emergency management social network 
 
The CCA is underpinned by approximately 200 thematic guidance documents, which can be 
accessed via www.gov.uk.  Arguably, the most important are the Emergency Preparedness 
and the Emergency Response and Recovery guidance documents (H.M. Government 2013b).  
Fig 2.20 outlines the UK’s statutory and non-statutory emergency responder social network, 
which in turn forms the local Command and Control framework (Organigram 1).  Whilst the CCA 
defines organisations as Category 1 and Category 2 emergency responders, the Emergency 
Response and Recovery guidance outlines what is termed the “Wider Resilience Community” 
(H.M. Government 2004c, H.M. Government 2013b).  This loose definitional term refers to other 
entities that are deemed suitable to provide assistance during “emergencies”, see grey shaded 
area in Fig 2.20 below.  The UK can be said to be operating a professionalised model whereby 
“emergency” response is generally considered the remit of professional responders or trained 
organisations.  This term was coined by the author and denotes an approach that has elements 
of both the traditional and professional models being somewhere between the two (McEntire 
2015, O'Leary and Blomgren-Bingham 2009) . 
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Fig 2-20: CCA (2004) Organisational Framework 
Category One (Core) Category Two (Key Cooperating) 
1. Police Services 
(including British Transport Police) 
1. Utilities, Telecommunications and 
Transport Providers 
2. Fire Authorities 
 
2. Highways Agency   
3. Ambulance Service Trusts 
 
3. Health and Safety Executive 
4. Acute & Foundation Trusts  Wider Resilience Community  
(no statutory duties) 
5. Primary and Community Care Services  1. Lead Government Departments 
6. National Health Service Clinical 
Commissioning Groups 
2. Animal Health and Veterinary 
Laboratories Agency  
7. National Health Service England 
 
3. Department of Health 
8. Public Health England 
 
4. Other National Health Service 
Organisations and Providers 
9. Public Health Wales 
 
5. Public Health  
10. Port Health Authorities 
 
6. H.M. Coroner 
11. Independent Healthcare Organisations  7. Civil Society (including voluntary sector 
and faith groups) 
12. Maritime and Coastguard Agency 
 
8. Armed Forces 
13. Local Authorities 
 
9. Search & Rescue (Ministry of Defence) 
14. Environment Agency 
 
10. Air Accident Investigation Branch 
15. Natural Resources Wales 11. Rail Accident Investigation Branch 
 
12. Marine Accident Investigation Branch 
 
13. Other Private Sector Organisations 
 
14. The Community 
 
15. Civil Nuclear Arrangements 
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2.5.3.2 Governance of Emergency Management in the UK 
 
Governance in emergency response is critical as clear roles and responsibilities can limit 
duplication of effort.  Primacy in UK emergency management sits with local emergency 
responders, and successive reviews have concluded it is appropriate for Central Government 
to consider an advisory and co-ordination role (Rockett 1994, Smith 2003).  This is contradictory 
as the policy outlined in “Responding to Emergencies: the UK Central Government Response 
Concept of Arrangements (CONOPS)” is predicated on increasing top-down centralisation in 
the most severe emergencies (H.M. Government 2013a).  This is tantamount to saying “you 
can deal with it most of the time, but we will take over at some point”, which opposes numerous 
authors who are critical of top-down approaches (Dynes 1983, Dynes 1993, Dynes 2000b, 
Jensen and Waugh 2014, Neal and Philips 1995, Tierney 2001, Waugh and Streib 2006, Wise 
and Nader 2002).   
 
The governance of UK emergency management changed in the early 2000s, then again as a 
result of policies enactment by the incoming coalition government in 2010 (Bangham and Shah 
2012, Cabinet Office 2014a, O'Brien and Read 2005).  Responsibility transferred from the 
Home Office to the Cabinet Office in July 2001 following a series of mishandled “emergencies” 
and the findings of subsequent reviews (Sahin, Kapucu and Unlu 2008, Smith 2003).  Within 
the Cabinet Office, responsibility was bestowed on the newly established Civil Contingencies 
Secretariat (CCS) (Kapucu 2010, O'Brien and Read 2005).  The CCS is located within the heart 
of Central Government, working in partnership with other departments and the devolved 
administrations in Northern Ireland, Scotland and Wales to progress emergency management 
across the UK (United Nations 2014).  
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Fig 2-21: UK Emergency Management Governance Arrangements 
 
 
Adapted from: (Ellwood and Philips 2013, H.M. Government 2015, H.M. Government 2016) 
2.5.3.3 The UK’s National Security Council 
 
The UK National Security Strategy establishes a clear objective to ensure a secure and resilient 
UK by protecting “people, the economy, infrastructure, territory and way of life from all major 
risks” (H.M. Government 2010).  The National Security Council was established by Prime 
Minister David Cameron on 12th May 2010 and is the “main forum for collective discussion of 
the government’s objectives for national security and about how best to deliver them in the 
current financial climate” (Bangham and Shah 2012, Cabinet Office 2014a).   
 
The Council meets weekly and is chaired by the Prime Minister; it currently has 3 ministerial 
sub-committees and is responsible for meeting the National Security objective (Cabinet Office 
2014a).  One sub-committee considers issues on threats, hazards, resilience and 
contingencies, and includes a restricted group for intelligence matters.  A second sub-
committee considers nuclear deterrence and security matters while the third is focused on 
international concerns.  The sub-committees are supported by cross-government senior official 
groups that inform the ministerial level structures (Cabinet Office 2014a).    
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2.5.3.4 Ministerial Department Responsibilities 
 
The CCS plays a key role in supporting the National Security Advisor, and is responsible for 
“work to improve the UK’s ability to prepare for, respond to and recover from “emergencies” 
(Cabinet Office 2014a).  In keeping with UK policy the CCS’s adopts a risk-based approach 
focused on 4 key areas of risk assessment, preparation and planning, response and recovery 
and building a resilient society (Cabinet Office 2014a, H.M. Government 2012a).  The 
legislation reforms also saw the introduction of the National Resilience Capabilities Programme 
designed to build the UK’s capacity to deal with the consequences that are common to most 
types of “emergency” irrespective of the cause (Cabinet Office 2014b).  The programme is 
broad-based encompassing 22 work-streams for which responsibility is assigned to a Lead 
Government Department (LGD) (Cabinet Office 2014b).  However, the CCS manages the 
programme exercising effective hegemony, which O’Brien (2006) (p 72) argues is “a centralised 
approach with Command and Control overtones” whilst highlighting the “considerable 
resonance” between the functional work-streams and the modalities of a terrorist act”, which in 
his view leaves “little doubt that the UK government is focused on terrorism”.  This policy shift 
from one threat to another rather than expansion suggests that actual UK all-hazards 
emergency preparedness is perhaps limited.   
 
Key Point 29: The CCS’s hegemonic role in UK Central Government has Command and 
Control overtones 
2.5.3.5 Local Resilience in the UK  
 
The UK Central Government established a clear duty on local emergency responders to create 
emergency plans, providing some ring-fenced resources to support these activities (Smith 
2003).  This local focus was at the heart of the “Dealing with Disaster” guidance (Cabinet Office 
2004) and was retained and indeed strengthened by the CCA (H.M. Government 2004c).  
Initially, the CCA established a 3-tiered resilience structure consisting of the CCS at the heart 
providing guidance and support to localities via Regional Resilience Teams (RRT) that 
established multi-agency Regional Resilience Forums (RRF) in the now defunct regions 
(Brassett and Vaughan-Williams 2013, O'Brien 2006).   
2.5.3.6 Local Resilience Forums (LRF) 
 
At the local level the CCA established Local Resilience Forums (LRF), which bring together 
categorised local organisations to “ensure the effective delivery of those duties under the CCA 
that need to be developed in a multi-agency environment and individually as a Category One 
responder” (Cabinet Office 2013).  LRF responsibilities are summarised in Fig 2.22: 
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Fig 2-22: LRF Responsibilities 
1. Compilation of agreed risk profiles via a Community Risk Register (CRR) 
2. A systematic, planned and coordinated approach to encourage Category One 
responders according to their functions, to address all aspects of policy in relation 
to: 
 Risk 
 Planning for “emergencies” 
 Planning for business continuity management 
 Publishing information about risk assessments and plans 
 Arrangements for Warning and Inform the public, and 
 Other aspects of civil protection duty, including the promotion of 
business continuity management by local authorities and, 
 Support for the preparation by all or some of its members of multi-
agency plans and other documents, including protocols and 
agreements and the coordination of multi-agency exercises and 
other training events 
Source: adapted from: (Cabinet Office 2013) 
 
An LRF is coterminous with a Police service boundary area and provides the hub of local 
emergency management in the UK.  All categorised emergency responders are legally required 
to participate within their LRF; however, there are a number of boundary mismatches across 
England and Wales (Cabinet Office 2013) due to the different numbers of Police, Fire and 
Ambulance services and Local Governments meaning a single LRF can be served by multiple 
organisations fulfilling the same role, albeit in a different geographic location.  Indeed, in the 
case of Ambulance services and private sector companies a single organisation may be obliged 
to participate in multiple LRFs compounding the spatial mismatch (O'Brien and Read 2005). 
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Fig 2-23: Generic UK Local Resilience Framework 
 
Fig 2.23 above outlines a generic LRF structure, the constitution and exact framework adopted 
is a local decision, and are focused on achieving the statutory duties through the application of 
risk-based methodology (Brassett and Vaughan-Williams 2013, H.M. Government 2004c, H.M. 
Government 2012a, Kapucu 2010).  Generally, most LRFs operate an executive level board 
often simply named Local Resilience Forum; this consists of executive officers and 
representatives from the categorised organisations, responsible for setting the strategic 
direction of the LRF (Cumbria Resilience 2013, Humber Emergency Planning Service N.D.).  
This group is often supported by a Policy and Business Management Group (P&BMG), which 
is usually formed of middle-management representatives, often Emergency Planners or 
Resilience Officers.  This group manages the day-to-day business of the organisation, and 
increasingly LRFs are appointing Secretariat Managers on either a full or part-time basis to 
ensure effective administration and management (H.M. Government 2014b, Local Resilience 
Forum Gloucestershire 2013).   
 
The general emergency management work of the LRF is achieved through collaboration within 
various thematic sub-groups loosely arranged around the statutory duties of the Act.  Also, it is 
common for hazard and risk specific groups called Task and Finish Groups to stand-up and 
down as threats emerge and subside, and as new priorities arise (Northumbria Local Resilience 
Forum 2012).  Emergency plans, procedures and protocols are developed by members of the 
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sub-groups submitted to the P&BMG for approval, then forwarded to the LRF Executive Board 
for sign-off and dissemination (Cumbria Resilience 2013, Local Resilience Forum 
Gloucestershire 2013, Northumbria Local Resilience Forum 2012).     
 
There are currently 42 standing LRFs within England (Cabinet Office 2013).  In Scotland there 
are Strategic Coordinating Groups (SGC), working under the Resilience Advisory Board for 
Scotland (RABS) (Ready Scotland N.D.).  In Wales there are 4 LRFs working under the Wales 
Resilience Forum (Wales Resilience N.D.).  In Northern Ireland, as the CCA (2004) statutory 
duties apply only to a limited number of organisations, the LRF requirements do not apply but 
instead the province has its own “Northern Ireland Framework for Civil Contingencies” (Cabinet 
Office 2013, Dillon 2014, Office of the First Minister and Deputy First Minister 2005).  Thus, 
there is not a standardised approach as initially envisioned by the Act. 
 
Despite the centrality and importance of LRFs these bodies have no statutory powers to direct 
their members: no one individual is in charge rather they are collective partnerships that rely 
heavily on positive working relationships amongst multi-agency partners which is no easy 
challenge (Braithwaite 2013), cited in Brassett and Vaughn-Williams (2013) (p 234).  This lack 
of statutory authority has led to concern regarding accountability; consequently there is 
extensive debate as to whether or not LRFs should be given legal status and powers to direct 
members (Cabinet Office 2011a, Devon, Cornwall, Isles of Scilly Local Resilience Forum N.D., 
Northumbria Local Resilience Forum 2012).  This consideration was a significant component 
of the CCA Enhancement Programme (CCAEP), which launched in 20008, and was designed 
to assess whether the legislation was meeting the original intent, reflect best practice and 
develop modifications (Cabinet Office 2009, Cabinet Office 2011a, Cabinet Office 2011b).  
 
An LRF is primarily focused on developing competence and capability prior to an “emergency”, 
i.e. it is a day-to day mechanism.  The LRF transitions to what is known as a “Strategic 
Coordination Group (SCG)” or Gold Command (Brassett and Vaughan-Williams 2013) when 
an emergency occurs and will normally be chaired by a Police Gold Commander and comprises 
of senior representatives with executive authority from local organisations (Kapucu 2010).  The 
SCG is the highest level of authority within the GSB framework, and is supported by Tactical 
Coordinating Group(s) (TCG) sometimes called Silver Command(s) and Operational 
Command(s), sometimes referred to as Bronze Command(s) (H.M. Government 2004c, 
Leicester, Leicestershire and Rutland Local Resilience Forum 2010, National Police 
Improvement Agency 2009a).  This Command and Control framework is embedded within the 
day-to-day UK local resilience framework, which is illustrated by the Gold, Silver and Bronze 
colour-coding in Fig 2.23. 
 
 Key Point 30: Command and Control is a UK statutory requirement embedded 
within emergency management structures  
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The LRF is essentially a social network, whether inadvertent or deliberate it bars participation 
as engagement is by invitation only.  Gatekeepers grant access, as the public cannot attend 
LRF meetings: indeed academics with relevant expertise cannot attend without authorisation.  
Only authorised specialists and those of certain rank from categorised responders and invited 
organisations participate, which arguably limits the development of broad-based resilience 
(Shepherd and van Vuuren 2014, University of Twente 2015). 
2.5.4 The CCA (2004) – Part 2: Emergency Powers  
 
Part 2 of the CCA was intended as an update of earlier legislation, “to reflect the developments 
in the intervening years and the current and the future risk profile” (Lancashire County Council 
2014).  They can be applied nationally or within a devolved administration or region, and cover 
powers that may be needed to manage the effects of the most serious of “emergencies” 
(O'Brien 2006, Stainsby 2012), which enables the passing of temporary legislation, which must 
prevent, control, or mitigate an aspect or effect of the “emergency” (H.M. Government 2004d).  
The temporary legislation is authorised by the Queen through an Order of Council or by a senior 
Minister of the Crown if arranging for an Order of Council would cause serious delay (H.M. 
Government 2004d).  This process circumvents the UK’s parliamentary system, which is 
considered too slow to manage emergency legislative change, and the resultant temporary 
legislation may only be enacted for a period of 30 days, and then renewed for a further period 
of 30 days before it expires (H.M. Government 2004d, Houses of Parliament N.D.).  These 
provisions are “fairly broad and includes the use of military forces, the confiscation of property 
and the prohibition of movement or forced movement in the event of an emergency”; they must 
satisfy conditions outlined in Section 22 (O'Brien 2006) (p 71).  Coordination of the temporary 
legislation is facilitated by senior Ministers appointed as Emergency Coordinators for affected 
parts of the UK, other than England, and Regional Nominated Coordinators for specific affected 
regions as defined in Section 24 of the CCA (H.M. Government 2004d).  
 
The powers afforded are limited by Section 23 (of the CCA) and may not amend the CCA (2004) 
Part 2 or any element of the Human Rights Act (1998) (H.M. Government 2004d, H.M. 
Government 2014c).  They cannot be used to instigate martial law, undermine the 
Parliamentary process, or to ban political parties or any similar activity; they are a mechanism 
of last resort (H.M. Government 2004a).  All other options must be exhausted and even this is 
no guarantee as “arrangements at a local level cannot assume that emergency powers will be 
made available as their use is subject to robust set of safeguards, they can only be deployed 
in exceptional circumstances” (H.M. Government 2013d).  Conceivably, the powers as a tool of 
government could be refused even if absolutely necessary if deemed politically damaging. 
 
 Key Point 31: The Emergency Powers afforded by Part Two of the CCA are a 
mechanism of last resort 
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2.5.5 Emergency Management in the United States of America 
 
Since its founding as a federal republic on 4th July 1776 the modern United States of America 
(US) has experienced frequent and often devastating natural and man-made disasters 
(Disasterium 2013, Reynolds 2009).  For example the Galveston, Texas hurricane of 1900, 
which killed around 6,000 people (Keim 2009, Tierney and Trainor 2004, Valcik and Tracy 
2013), the San Francisco earthquake of 1906, which killed approximately 3,000 and caused 
$500,000,000 in damage (Fradkin 2005, Penna 2013), the Love Canal pollution incident in 
Niagara Falls, New York during the 1940s and 1950s (Beck 1979), the partial nuclear meltdown 
at Three-mile island, Pennsylvania in 1979 (Walker 2004), and the Exon Valdez grounding and 
oil-spill in Prince William sound, Alaska in 1989 (Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Trustee Council N.D., 
Sylves and Comfort 2012). 
 
The new millennium saw this trend continue.  The 9/11 terrorist attacks killed 2,996 people and 
sent shockwaves across the globe and may well have been the defining moment of a 
generation (9/11 National Memorial and Museum 2005, Liu et al. 2009, Perrow 2006, Utley 
2012).  These attacks and the resultant wars in Afghanistan, Iraq and elsewhere have 
influenced public opinion and policy around the world and continue to do so (Cole 2006, Liu et 
al. 2009).  Indeed, it may be argued these events have altered the course of global-affairs 
establishing a new-normality by setting the world on a path from which it may never be able to 
turn back from (Kotler and Casoline 2009).   
 
The Bush Administration responded to perceived emergency management failures of 9/11 with 
the formation of the Department of Homeland Security (DHS) and a seemingly unwavering 
focus on counter terrorism, re-focusing US federal emergency management on terrorism 
(Birkland 2009).  These events arguably contributed to the visceral failures of the 2005 
response to Hurricane Katrina, which saw 1,833 fatalities, and constitutes the US’s lowest-ebb 
in emergency management terms; resulting in significant legislative and organisational change 
(Love 2006, McAleavy 2006, National Emergency Management Association 2006, Quarantelli 
2006, Waugh 2006, Waugh 2009b).   
 
The US has continued to experience disasters; the 2010 Deepwater Horizon oilrig explosion 
killed 11 oil-workers and caused the largest marine oil spill in history (Cleveland 2010, Konrad 
and Shroder 2011).  Super-storm Sandy in 2012 caused 72 direct and 83 indirect fatalities, and 
damages exceeding $71.4 billion (Federal Emergency Management Agency 2013a, National 
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 2012a).  In 2014 a significant mudslide resulting from 
the collapse of an unstable hill in Oso, Washington caused 43 fatalities (Crager 2014, United 
States Geological Survey 2014c).  And, in 2015 the Carolinas flooded causing $12 billion in 
damages and 25 fatalities (Federal Emergency Management Agency 2015c).  Though not an 
exhaustive chronology these occurrences collectively demonstrate the US’s significant 
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“disaster” and indeed “catastrophe” experience.  Conversely, as noted previously the UK’s 
experience is located towards the lower end of Quarantelli’s typology (Quarantelli 2006, 
Wachtendorf, Brown and Holguin-Veras 2013).  
 
 Key Point 32: The UK incident chronology consists of only “emergencies” and 
low-level “disasters”  
 
 Key Point 33: The US has a considerable history of “emergencies”, “disasters” 
and “catastrophes” 
2.5.6 The US Governance System 
 
Since 1776 the US Federal Government has maintained a system of checks and balances 
designed to ensure that no one person can amass too much power: accordingly power is split 
between 3 distinct branches of government, namely Legislative, Executive and Judicial (Storey 
2010, White House 2014a).  Similarly, within the union each of the 50 US states retains a 
considerable degree of autonomy and legal powers, which are granted under the 10th 
Amendment of the US Constitution, also known as “the Bill of Rights”, which seeks to balance 
power across a tiered governance structure containing federal, state, local and tribal levels of 
government (US Bill of Rights 1791).   
 
State Governments are generally modelled on the federal structure consisting of an “Executive 
Branch” led by a Governor, a “Legislative Branch” made up of elected representatives and a 
“Judicial Branch” led by a State Supreme Court (White House 2014b).  Within each state are 
Local Governments, which are separated into 2 distinct tiers with differing responsibilities 
namely, counties sometimes called boroughs or parishes, and municipalities sometimes named 
cities or towns in a number of states (White House 2014b).  Federal and State governments 
share power in numerous ways: however, Local Government must be granted power by the 
State (Cornell University Law School 2014, Fairfax County N.D.).  Also, each State contains a 
number of Native American tribal nations, which are recognised by the US Constitution, and 
have a voice in local, state and federal politics (Gray 2013, US Department of the Interior 2014).  
The US governance system is complex with the Federal Government retaining certain exclusive 
powers and others being delegated to States - see Fairfax County (N.D.) for further information.  
Thus, some activities may be legal in a particular State and illegal in the neighbouring one, 
which can raise issues when trying to establish uniform standards and “potential for 
standardisation in emergency management is limited” which may conceivably be a result of 
governance fragmentation limiting federal influence and ability to direct in terms of policy 
implementation across the US (Jensen and Youngs 2015) (p 362). 
 
Key Point 34: US governance is a complex system of checks and balances consisting of 
federal, state, local and tribal levels of government 
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2.5.7 Federal Emergency Management 
 
For over 200 years US legislators have understood the need for a Federal Government that 
provides assistance to its citizens when disaster strikes (Anna Marie College 2014).   The first 
evidence of this can be traced to the 1803 fire at Portsmouth, New Hampshire.  Following this 
incident US Congress passed the Congressional Act of 1803 to provide relief to merchants and 
is considered the first piece of federal disaster legislation (Falkenrath 2001, McElreath et al. 
2007, Wrede 2013).  Congress facilitated relief to stricken communities across the US more 
than 100 times through provisions afforded by the Act of 1803 until the 1930s when the federal 
government incorporated disaster relief through economic measures designed to invigorate the 
US economy following the Great Depression (Anna Marie College 2014, Bernstein 1987).   
 
During the 1930s President Roosevelt strove to develop a more active federal role in disaster 
relief establishing new agencies and programmes; the Reconstruction Finance Corporation 
was empowered to provide loans for reconstruction and repairs of public facilities, the Bureau 
of Public Roads was authorised to provide grants for the repair of bridges and highways, and 
the Flood Control Act of 1936 commenced large-scale engineering programmes to erect 
hundreds of dams, dikes and levees to increase flood resilience across the country (Arnold 
1988, Drabek 1991).  Many State and Local Governments also began to establish their own 
emergency management programmes around this time (Drabek 1991).  
2.5.7.1 Overview of Federal Emergency Management Legislation – 
Pre-2005 
 
The threat of Mutually Assured Destruction following World War II coupled with a continuous 
rivalry between the US and the Soviet Union resulted in a Cold War that lasted almost 40 years 
and led to the rise of Civil Defence (Sylves 2008).  Facing the threat of nuclear attack on an 
almost unheard of scale US lawmakers placed the burden of Civil Defence on individual states 
by the passing of the Civil Defense Act of 1950 by US Congress, creating the Federal Civil 
Defense Administration (FCDA) to formulate national policy and guidance in support of state 
activities (Peters and Wooley 2014a, Sylves 2008).   
 
Fig 2.24 provides a synopsis of federal emergency management legislation pre-2001.  Please 
note: structural and legislative changes following 9/11 terrorist attacks are discussed outside of 
Fig 2.24 due to the significant influence they have had on contemporary US emergency 
management, which necessitates in depth examination of their respective impacts on policy 
and practice. 
 
Fig 2-24: Key Federal Disaster Management Legislation Pre-2001 
Legislation Synopsis 
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The Federal Civil 
Defense Act of 1950 
(FCDA) 
The FCDA (1950) provides “the basic framework for 
preparations to minimize the effects of an attack on our 
civilian population and to deal with the immediate emergency 
conditions which such an attack would create” (Cohen and 
Boyer 1951).  It sought to protect life and property in the 
event that the US should succumb to attack and focused on 
the provision of emergency welfare services for individuals 
and families, and also promoting a self-help ethos, influenced 
by UK wartime efforts during World War II, by providing funds 
for a shelter programme, early warning systems, stockpiles of 
supplies and public information campaigns (Cohen and Boyer 
1951, Drabek 1991, Sylves 2008).   
The Federal Disaster 
Relief Act of 1950 (FDRA 
1950) 
The FDRA was a limited response to serious flooding in the 
US Midwest, though it has proved to be highly influential 
establishing a clear framework and process that carried the 
US through 50 years of disaster experience (Sylves 2008).  
FDRA funding and support is provided to state and local 
governments in an orderly and continual way rather than by 
the earlier case by case basis.  Also, the development of 
state and local emergency management organisations and 
plans is mandated (Baca 2008, Drabek 1991).   
 
The FDRA supplements state and local capabilities by 
authorising mandatory federal government relief through 
permanent legislation (Baca 2008).  Assistance can be 
requested by a state Governor via the Presidential 
emergency declaration mechanism, which does not require 
congressional approval (Drabek 1991, Lindsay and Murray 
2009, Sylves 2008).   
The Disaster Relief Act 
of 1966 (DRA 1966) 
Building on the federal-state-local support framework 
established within the FDRA, the DRA (1966) sought to 
enhance provision for catastrophic events as critics of the 
earlier legislation considered these provisions effective for 
routine disasters rather than larger-scale events (Lindsay and 
Murray 2009).  The new measures enabled federal agencies 
to authorise loans below market rates to better assist disaster 
victims, refinance federal home loans, and extend aid to 
unincorporated areas; provide food and unemployment 
assistance, areas which US experience of disasters in the 
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1960s demonstrated were critical in terms of recovery 
(Comerio 1998, Rivera and Miller 2006). 
The Disaster Relief Act 
of 1970 (DRA 1970) 
The DRA (1970) updated the DRA (1966) by extending relief 
assistance to individuals and organisations, and businesses 
as well as states and local communities.  It achieved this by 
strengthening the administration and coordination of federal 
disaster assistance by ensuring provision was codified, 
permanent and comprehensive (Moss 1999, Peters and 
Wooley 2015).  
The Disaster Relief Act 
of 1974 (DRA 1974) 
Continuing the trend of incremental change, the DRA (1974) 
contains “several precedent-setting features” (Lindsay and 
Murray 2009).  It extends federal assistance for individuals, 
states and local communities by strengthening disaster 
planning and preparedness; mandating insurance against 
future losses as a requirement for federal assistance (Peters 
and Wooley 2014b).  The main features of the DRA (1974) 
are  
 
1. Direct assistance to individuals and households 
through the Individual and Family Grant (IFG) 
program (75% federal funding for state-administered 
programs that provided money to purchase clothing, 
furniture and essential needs following a disaster  
2. Formalisation of mitigation activities (not just 
response)  
3. Mandated that local, state and federal agencies 
develop disaster prevention strategies 
4. Promoted an all-hazards perspective for the first time 
5. Altered the “Presidential Declaration” mechanism to 
mechanism enable the President to issue a proactive 
declaration to mobilise federal resources when 
threaten by an imminent disaster  
 
Adapted from: (Lindsay and Murray 2009, Sylves 2008).  
The Robert T. Stafford 
Disaster Relief and 
Emergency Assistance 
Act of 1988 (RTSA) – 
Underpinned by the 
The RTSDRA was signed into US law on November 23rd 1988 
ushering in the modern era of US emergency management 
(Federal Emergency Management Agency 2014e, Federal 
Emergency Management Agency 2014f, Sylves 2008).  It 
provides the legal authority for federal assistance and 
stipulates what can be provided (Association of State and 
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Federal Code of 
Regulations – 44 
Territorial Health Officials 2014a).  It also enables the president 
to issue a major disaster or emergency declaration by defining 
criteria and set types of assistance that may be authorised 
(Sylves 2008).   
 
State governors must develop emergency management 
apparatus and implement them should disaster occur, and 
should it exceed a state’s coping capacity then written 
confirmation of the need for federal assistance is required to 
secure federal assistance.  Should a request not be 
forthcoming the RTSDRA contains a mechanism that enables 
the president to accelerate federal assistance should it be 
necessary to save lives or prevent severe damage 
(Association of State and Territorial Health Officials 2014a, 
Federal Emergency Management Agency 2014f).   
 
Federal Preparedness 
and Response Act of 
1993 (FDPRA 1993) 
The FDPRA (1993) amended the Stafford Act encouraging 
FEMA to be more proactive in disaster preparedness.  The act 
also clarified the roles of federal, state, local and private 
stakeholders and established an inventory of disaster 
response resources, whilst developing a more effective 
process for private sector and volunteer engagement, 
improving state and local damage assessment and federal 
assistance mechanisms to enhance state and local capability 
(Waugh 1994). 
Additional sources: (Bea 2005, Center for Disaster Philanthropy 2014, Cohen and Boyer 
1951, Cohen and Boyer 1951, Drabek 1991, Peters and Wooley 2014a, Sylves 2008) 
 
The incremental evolution of US federal disaster legislation mirrors the development of the UK 
legislation.  However, the implementation of the CCA (2004) established a single-framework, 
whereas the US remains somewhat fragmented in its legislative approach (H.M. Government 
2004a, Kapucu 2010).  This is perhaps a reflection of the disjointed governance structure, with 
Federal and State laws and differing laws between individual States, which is significantly 
different to the UK.  However, the re-election of the UK Conservative government in early 2015 
with the promise to devolve further powers to Northern Ireland, Scotland and Wales, and 
discussion on enhancing powers of local authorities in England could alter the balance of 
decision-making power further limiting the potential for standardisation (Jensen 2010b, Jensen 
and Youngs 2015). 
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 Key Point 35: US emergency management legislation has evolved incrementally 
based on significant experience of disaster  
2.5.8 The Federal Emergency Management Agency  
The origins of the contemporary Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) can be 
found in proposals drawn up by the National Governor’s Association during the late 1970s, and 
its establishment is credited to US President Carter, a former State Governor of Georgia with 
experience of natural disasters (Sylves 2008).  Pre-1978 federal emergency management was 
fragmented as responsibilities were spread across 5 federal departments and agencies, which 
was deemed inefficient and in need of modernisation (May 1985, Sylves 2008).  President 
Carter sought to restructure his administration developing Reorganization Plan No 3 of 1978; 
submitting his proposal in June 1978 he informed US Congress “it will consolidate 5 existing 
federal agencies and 6 additional disaster-related responsibilities into a single structure” 
(Peters and Wooley 2014c).  FEMA was formally established as an independent agency by 
Presidential Executive Order in 1979, and assigned as the lead for emergency management 
(May 1985, Penuel, Statler and Hagen 2013, Sylves 2008).  By design “FEMA has the 
responsibility to encourage and influence better [emergency] planning and preparation of 
government at every level but little authority” (Giuffrida 1985) (p 2).  The agency operates within 
a power-sharing governance system where “a key issue is the nature of federal influence upon 
subnational commitment and capacity” (May 1985).  Thus, FEMA provides “guidance, 
leadership and when appropriate direct financial aid to communities planning for, and 
recovering from major emergencies of all kinds” as opposed to dictating or controlling state and 
or local emergency management and through this mechanism federal funding was substantially 
increased (Giuffrida 1985) (p 2).  
 Key Point 36: FEMA is the lead federal agency tasked with providing emergency 
management guidance, leadership and financial support to State and Local 
governments 
 
FEMA absorbed a broad range of disparate agencies bringing together numerous federal 
disaster assignments and capabilities under 1 organisation, and responsibility for civil defence 
transferred from the Department of Defense (DOD) Defense Civil Protection Agency, though 
the rivalry between emergency management and civil defence in the US continued until the 
Federal Civil Defense Act was repealed in 1994 (Drabek 1991, Federal Emergency 
Management Agency 2010a, Sylves 2008).  This reorganisation sought to enhance federal 
disaster provision as the executive order required that all federal agencies with disaster 
response capabilities cooperate with FEMA, though it did not put FEMA in charge rather it 
established an Emergency Management Council chaired by the FEMA Director to coordinate 
federal disaster response (Mener 2007).  
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2.5.8.1 The Evolution of the FEMA 
 
FEMA has experienced a somewhat chequered history.  Though, the agency has assisted 
many thousands of survivors it has been mired in numerous high-profile failures, which have 
led to considerable organisational change and a state of almost continuous flux (Federal 
Emergency Management Agency 2010a, Gerada 2014, Mandelstam 2007).  The Love Canal 
contamination (Beck 1979), the Three-Mile Island nuclear meltdown (Walker 2004), and the 
Mount St Helen’s volcanic eruption (United States Geological Survey N.D.), embarrassed the 
Federal Government resulting in organisational change.  Furthermore, serious problems during 
the federal response to the Loma Prieta earthquake and Hurricane Hugo in 1989, and also 
during the response to Hurricane Andrew in 1992, which despite the much lauded 
implementation of the “Federal Response Plan” actually brought the very existence of FEMA 
under scrutiny (Adamski, Kline and Tyrrell 2006, Federal Emergency Management Agency 
2010a, Franklin 1995, Waugh and Streib 2006).  
 
Reforms initiated by FEMA Administrator James L. Witt in 1993, included streamlining of 
disaster response and recovery operations to reduce bureaucracy as the effectiveness of 
federal disaster response was often reduced by paperwork issues; greater emphasis and focus 
was placed on the preparedness and mitigation phases and on customer service (Coppola 
2006, Federal Emergency Management Agency 2010a, Schneider 1998).  Also, the cessation 
of cold-war hostilities released civil defence resources which were reassigned to disaster relief, 
recovery and mitigation programmes to augment Witt’s reforms, which were to be tested almost 
immediately by the Great Midwest floods of 1993 (Galloway 2005, Johnson, Holmes Jr and 
Waite 2003) and the Northridge Earthquake of 1994 (Comfort 1994, Tierney 1994), generally 
standing up well to these challenges (Federal Emergency Management Agency 2010a, 
Franklin 1995).  However, in 1995 an event occurred that could hardly be defined as a disaster 
in either the natural hazards or Quarantelli sense that arguably set the agency on a course that 
would ultimately result in its greatest failure: the collective response Hurricane Katrina in 2005.   
2.5.9 Terrorism: the birth of the Department of Homeland Security 
(DHS) 
 
Throughout the 1970s-1990s global terrorism was a mounting concern for the US (Hoffman 
1998).  Operation Eagle Claw, the failed attempt to rescue 52 hostages from the US embassy 
in Tehran, Iran in April 1980 embarrassed the US administration, ultimately costing President 
Carter a second term (Cogan 2003, Haney 2002).  On 18th April 1983 the US Embassy in 
Beirut, Lebanon was attacked by a suicide bomber driving a pick-up truck loaded with 
explosives killing 17 and on 23rd October the same modus-operandi was used to attack the US 
Marine Corps Barracks at Beirut International Airport killing 241 US Marines and injuring 1000 
more (Reuters 2014).  On 26th February 1993 the World Trade Centre in New York was attacked 
when a truck laden with explosives was parked in a garage below the north tower, the explosion 
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killed 6 and injured more than 1,000 (Copeland 2007).  However, it may be argued that events 
that took place some 2 years later in 1995 seem to have provided the catalyst for a dangerous 
policy shift that would have dire consequences.  On 19th April 1995 Timothy McVeigh an anti-
government activist, detonated a truck-bomb outside the Alfred P Murrah Federal Building in 
Oklahoma City, Oklahoma killing 168 and injuring many hundreds in what was at the time the 
worst terrorist attack on US soil (Copeland 2007, Federal Bureau of Investigation N.D., Martin 
2015).   
 
The Clinton administration responded with the introduction of the Anti-Terrorism and Effective 
Death Penalty Act of 1996 (AEDPA) closely followed by the Defense Against Weapons of Mass 
Destruction (WMD) Act of 1996 which required the Department of Justice (DOJ) and FEMA to 
train fire fighters in WMD response and the formation of Rapid Terrorism Response Teams 
across the country (Carter, Deutch and Zelikow 1998, Federal Emergency Management 
Agency 2010a, Peters and Wooley 2014d).  This policy realignment adjusted focus on counter-
terrorism placing far greater emphasis on “catastrophic” terror and WMD, which, is at odds with 
the initial natural-hazards recovery tasking and prevention and mitigation roles undertaken by 
FEMA, and indeed by the wider Federal Government prior to FEMA’s establishment (Giuffrida 
1985, Waugh 2009b).   
 
Further terrorist attacks against US interests occurred.  On 7th August 1998 a series of co-
ordinated truck-bomb attacks against the US Embassies in Dar e Salaam, Tanzania and 
Nairobi, Kenya killed 11 and 213 people respectively with several hundred and 4,000 injuries 
at each of the blast sites (Copeland 2007).  Also, on 12th October 2000 a small-boat detonated 
alongside the warship the USS Cole in Aden, Yemen killing 17 sailors and wounding another 
39 (Abkowitz 2008).  A logical defence of the terrorism focus can be made based on the 
frequency and perhaps the high-profile media-coverage of these events.  However, it is worth 
noting that none of these attacks were truly “catastrophic” in the Quarantelli sense.  Indeed, 
even 9/11, whilst thousands died, did not resemble a “catastrophe” as it did not 
comprehensively overwhelm the emergency response (Mener 2007). 
 
 Key Point 37: US emergency management policy and practice is heavily 
influenced by and focused on terrorism  
2.5.10 9/11 Terrorist Attacks 
 
On the morning of 11th September 2001 Islamic terrorists hijacked 4 commercial jetliners in US 
airspace as part of a co-ordinated suicide attack.  A firstt aircraft struck the North tower of the 
World Trade Centre in New York at 08:46 am; a second aircraft then struck the Centre’s South 
tower at 09:03 am.  At 09:37 am another of the 4 jetliners crashed into the Western side of the 
Pentagon in Arlington, Virginia.  At 09:58 am the South tower collapsed.  At 10:03 am the fourth 
aircraft crashed in a field outside Somerset County, Pennsylvania as passengers heroically 
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attempted to wrestle control of the aircraft from the hijackers.  At 10:28 the North tower 
collapsed (9/11 Commission 2004, 9/11 National Memorial and Museum 2005, Valcik and 
Tracy 2013).  The world looked on, as 2,996 lives were lost that day (British Broadcasting 
Corporation 2001).   
 
The attacks reinforced, and for many, validated the earlier focus on terrorism despite the 
generally acknowledged effectiveness of the 9/11 response, strengthening calls to establish a 
new federal agency to counter this seemingly imminent terrorist threat (9/11 Commission 2004, 
Adamski, Kline and Tyrrell 2006, Birkland 2009, New York City Fire Department 2002).  The 
paramilitary rhetoric surrounding post 9/11 emergency management in the US was reminiscent 
of the Cold War adding fervour to the drive for change (Mener 2007, Monahan and Beaumont 
2006).  After initially resisting, President Bush signed the Homeland Security Act of 2002 and 
the Department of Homeland Security (DHS) came into being on January 24th 2003 (107th US 
Congress 2002, Department of Homeland Security 2014a, Sylves 2008). 
 
 Key Point 38: 9/11 terrorist attacks validated the counter terrorism policy focus 
leading to a reorganisation of US emergency management 
2.5.11 The Homeland Security Act of 2002 and the Department of 
Homeland Security (DHS) 
 
The new federal agency ushered in a new dawn for emergency management in the US one 
focused on counter-terrorism response.  Gone was the Witt era focus on mitigation and natural 
hazards, arguably FEMA’s most prestigious era (Haddow, Bullock and Coppola 2007, Roberts 
2006), replaced by the Bush administration’s War on Terror focus on WMDs and mass casualty 
terrorism (Bea 2007, Birkland 2009).  FEMA was integrated with 21 other federal agencies (see 
Fig 2.25) even a cursory glance demonstrates a clear security/counter-terrorism focuses.  
Ironically, despite a great number of the pre-9/11 failings being attributed to lack of integration 
across the US intelligence community, the formation of DHS did not draw in any of these 
agencies (Perrow 2006).  FEMA’s traditional preparedness functions were reassigned to the 
DHS Directorate of Emergency Preparedness and Response, and further programmes were 
transferred to the DHS Office of State and Local Government Co-ordination and Preparedness, 
in 2005 with mitigation, response and recovery being retained by FEMA (Bea 2007, Federal 
Emergency Management Agency 2010a, Mener 2007).  The Agency was removed from the US 
Cabinet becoming an internal division buried within layers of bureaucracy (see Fig 2.26) this 
coupled with the terrorism focus and red-tape hand-cuffed the agency, diluting the natural 
hazards focus, arguably contributing to the failure that was the response to Hurricane Katrina 
(Adamski, Kline and Tyrrell 2006, Johnson, Scholes and Whittington 2008, McAleavy 2006, 
Sobel, Coyne and Leeson 2007).   
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Fig 2-25: Federal Agencies absorbed by DHS 
Agencies absorbed into the Department of Homeland Security (2003) 
Agency Department 
1. US Customs Service  Treasury  
2. Immigration and Naturalization Service  Justice 
3. The Federal Protective Service N/A 
4. Transportation Security Administration  Transport 
5. Federal Law Enforcement Training Center  Treasury 
6. Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service  Agriculture 
7. Office for Domestic Preparedness  Justice 
8. Federal Emergency Management Agency N/A 
9. Strategic National Stockpile and the National 
Disaster Medical System  
N/A 
10. Nuclear Incident Response Team) N/A 
11. Domestic Emergency Support Teams Justice 
12. National Domestic Preparedness Teams  Federal Bureau of 
Investigation 
13. Chemical Biological Radiological Nuclear (CBRN) 
Countermeasures Program  
Energy 
14. Environmental Measurements Laboratory (Energy) Energy 
15. National Biological Warfare Analysis Center  Defense 
16. Plum Island Animal Disease Center  Agriculture 
17. Federal Computer Incident Response Center  General Services 
Administration 
18. National Commination System Defense 
19. National Infrastructure Protection Center  Federal Bureau of 
Investigation 
20. Energy Security and Assurance Program Energy 
21. US Coastguard N/A 
22. US Secret Service N/A 
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Fig 2-26: Department of Homeland Security (DHS) Organisational Structure 
 
Fig 2.25: The Department of Homeland Security (DHS) Organisational Structure 
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2.5.12 Hurricane Katrina 2005 
 
During 25th-31st August 2005 Hurricane Katrina, a Category 5 storm, struck the Gulf of Mexico.  
At the time it was the fourth most powerful hurricane ever record in the Gulf (Federal Emergency 
Management Agency 2010a, National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 2012b).  The 
storm was “catastrophic”; devastating areas of Alabama, Florida, Mississippi, Louisiana and 
New Orleans and, causing 1,883 deaths and approximately $75 billion in damages, 
concurrently stripping an area greater than the total landmass of the UK of all infrastructure 
expected in the modern Western world (Burton and Hick 2005, Committee on Homeland 
Security and Governmental Affairs 2006).  The storm overwhelmed the emergency response; 
it may be argued that it comprehensively triggered all 7 criteria required to be classified as 
“catastrophic” on Quarantelli’s typology (Quarantelli 2006, Wachtendorf, Brown and Holguin-
Veras 2013).  The subtle differences between disaster types, such as 9/11 and Hurricane 
Katrina were seemingly not understood; rather the Federal Government succumbed to 
pressure to do something and created DHS rather than fully assessing what was required 
following 9/11 (Mener 2007).  Worryingly, the UK All-Party Parliamentary Group on Homeland 
Security recommended a British Department of Homeland Security be formed to enhance the 
efficiency, interoperability and resilience of the blue light emergency services indicating the UK 
may well succumb to pressure to do something rather than developing a fuller understanding 
of disaster scale, which is currently lacking in practice (Ellwood and Philips 2013). 
 
Although, there is a considerable body of literature, a comprehensive analysis of the formation 
of DHS and the failures before and after Hurricane Katrina, which encompasses colonial 
history, development, politics, and social inequality in addition to emergency management is 
beyond the remit of this study (Burby 2006, Giroux 2006, Laska and Morrow 2006, Roberts 
2005, Sobel, Coyne and Leeson 2007, Waugh 2006, Waugh 2007, Waugh 2009b).  However, 
the discussion of the reorganisation and the impact of the subsequent failures on policy 
development are critical to understanding the incremental development of the US emergency 
management and Command and Control so this will be discussed herein (Mener 2007). 
 
 Key Point 39: The formation of the Department of Homeland Security, its primary 
terrorism focus and marginalisation of FEMA contributed to the failed response 
to Hurricane Katrina 
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2.5.13 The Post-Katrina Emergency Management Reform Act of 2006 
(PKEMRA) 
 
In keeping with the tradition of post-disaster incremental change the Post Katrina Emergency 
Management Reform Act of 2006 (PKEMRA) was signed into law on 4th October 2006 by 
President Bush mandating further changes in US emergency management (National 
Emergency Management Association 2006).  The PKEMRA re-aligned FEMA’s position within 
DHS as it became a stand-alone Agency moving out of the Directorate of Emergency 
Preparedness and Response (Federal Emergency Management Agency 2010a).  Perhaps, 
correcting the error of removing FEMA from the Cabinet, although short of a reinstatement, the 
FEMA Administrator became the “Principal Advisor to the President, the Homeland Security 
Council and the Secretary of Homeland Security on emergency-management-related matters” 
(109th US Congress 2006, Federal Emergency Management Agency 2010a).     
 
 Key Point 40: FEMA returned to independent Agency status in 2006 and the 
Administrator is the Principal Advisor on emergency management issues in the 
US 
 
PKEMRA consolidated all federal emergency management functions into FEMA elevating its 
status and autonomy, whilst protecting FEMA resources and assets from reassignment, 
arguably returning the agency to its pre-Bush era guise, albeit with enhancements (Haddow, 
Bullock and Coppola 2011).  FEMA’s traditional preparedness responsibilities were returned, a 
protection responsibility was created though not defined and a requirement for a housing 
strategy separate from but related to recovery was called for (Bea 2007).  New grants and 
disaster assistance programmes were established; a Disabilities Co-ordinator and a Small 
State and Rural Advocate role as well as National and Regional Advisory Councils were 
established (Bea 2007, Federal Emergency Management Agency 2010a, National Emergency 
Management Association 2006).   
 
Dave Paulison, former US Fire Administrator, took over as the FEMA Administrator while former 
US Coastguard Admiral Harvey Johnson was appointed as Deputy Administrator in 2006 
(Federal Emergency Management Agency 2006, Federal Emergency Management Agency 
2014k, Morrison 2006).  PKEMRA also empowered FEMA to dramatically expand its workforce, 
doubling in size from 2005–2009 (Federal Emergency Management Agency 2010a).  Many 
Senior Managers were appointed from military or para-military organisations where federal 
authority and discipline are the norm (Neal 2014), and a 1,600 strong disaster volunteer cadre 
FEMA Corps was recruited in 2009, which discredited conspiracy theorists claim was a 
government youth army (Corporation for National and Community Service 2014, Finley 2014, 
Haddow, Bullock and Coppola 2011).   
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With new leadership came a mandate to prevent another “Hurricane Katrina” and a firm top-
down, arguably command and control direction in which compliance with federal emergency 
management was a pre-requisite for federal support, abandoning the established partnership-
based approach (Federal Emergency Management Agency 2014j, Haddow, Bullock and 
Coppola 2011, Jensen and Youngs 2015).  A key aspect of FEMA’s work has been the 
development the National Response Framework (NRF) to replace the DHS led National 
Response Plan (NRP), which in turn was a development of the 1992 Federal Response Plan 
(FRP) (Federal Emergency Management Agency 2010a, Kapucu 2006).  The NRF is the key 
federal Command and Control policy for disaster response within the US, it is an umbrella 
framework based on the all-hazards approach (Federal Emergency Management Agency 
2008a).  State and local emergency management are required to comply in order to receive 
federal grants and support thus compliance is arguably bought. 
 
 Key Point 41: US National Response Framework (NRF) compliance requires 
adherence to Command and Control doctrine  
2.5.14 FEMA Today 
 
Today FEMA employs a full-time workforce of 12,000, has an annual budget of $12.5 billion in 
2015 (Department of Homeland Security 2015), and is headquartered in Washington D.C. 
under the leadership of Administrator Craig Fugate.  There are 10 Regional Headquarters 
located in major US cities, each, linking into numerous states supporting both state and local 
emergency management, and ready to deploy resources on request (Department of Homeland 
Security 2010, Federal Emergency Management Agency 2014g, Federal Emergency 
Management Agency 2014g).  A Regional Administrator, who is responsible for the PKEMRA 
duties outlined in Fig 2.27, heads up each region: 
 
Fig 2-27: PKEMRA FEMA Regional Administrator Duties 
1. Work with non-federal partners in the region to coordinate and integrate emergency 
management 
2. Develop regional capabilities for a “national catastrophe response system” 
3. Coordinate the establishment of emergency communications capability  
4. Staff and oversee regional strike teams 
5. Designate a person responsible for developing plans that support the National 
Response Plan (NRP) 
6. Foster the development of mutual-aid agreements within the region 
7. Identify gaps in the region concerning the response to individuals with special needs 
8. Maintain and operate a Regional Response Coordination Center 
Source: adapted from (Bea 2007) 
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2.5.15 US State-Level Emergency Management  
 
Under the US constitution each state is granted significant autonomy to the extent the federal 
role in disaster is ostensibly that of invited support (US Bill of Rights 1791).  The emergency 
management functions of the state are normally carried out by State Emergency Management 
Agencies, Divisions or Offices, termed State EMA herein (Federal Emergency Management 
Agency 2015a, Price 2007).  The actual names of these agencies vary considerably, for 
example, the Department of Defense, Veterans and Emergency Management (Maine 
Emergency Management Agency 2014), Division of Emergency Management (Florida Division 
of Emergency Management 2015), or Division of Homeland Security and Emergency Services 
(New York State Division of Homeland Security and Emergency Services 2015).  Key themes 
such as emergency, homeland security and management feature prominently although there 
is a lack of standardisation.  Somewhat curiously, no reference to disaster or catastrophe could 
be found in any state EMA name, which perhaps infers a similar aversion to these terms as in 
the UK. 
 
The role of state EMA is much like that of FEMA albeit within a specific geographic area.  State 
EMAs coordinate individual and public assistance grant programmes for disaster mitigation, 
prevention, preparedness, response and recovery programmes state-wide much like their 
federal partners.  They bring together a broad cross-section of stakeholders, whilst also 
providing guidance and assistance to county, local and tribal governments as necessary 
(California Governor's Office of Emergency Services 2011, Maryland Emergency Management 
Agency 2015, Virginia Department of Emergency Management 2012).  Their mission is “to 
lessen the effects of disaster on the lives and property of the people of the state through 
leadership, co-ordination, and support in 4 phases of emergency management: mitigation, 
preparedness, response and recovery” (Maine Emergency Management Agency 2015).   
 
The State Director of Emergency Management is responsible for delivering the mission and 
normally reports to the State Governor who has legal responsibility for the safety and security 
of citizens, so when disaster strike “the buck stops” with the Governor (Larsen 2013, Office of 
the Governor Rick Perry 2014).  Please note; each EMA defines their mission slightly differently 
though the core ethos is the similar.  The mission statement of the Maine Emergency 
Management Agency (MEMA) is cited for 2 reasons.  Firstly, it is concise giving a clear 
rationale, and secondly MEMA hosted the US field-study so it was a logical and defensible 
choice.   
 
 Key Point 42: Each US State Governor has a legal responsibility for the safety 
and security of his or her citizens. 
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Federal funding is co-ordinated via one of the 10 FEMA Regional Offices; each state has a 
number of State Liaison Officers tasked with day-to-day support to expedite the federal support, 
which can be up to 75% of the cost of a given programme (Federal Emergency Management 
Agency 2014i, Jensen and Youngs 2015).  The President or a Federal Agency Head may waive 
administrative but not statutory costs incurred by any grant programme (Federal Emergency 
Management Agency 2014e, Federal Emergency Management Agency 2014h, Sylves 2008).  
Similar to FEMA, State EMAs promote a whole community agenda embracing an all-hazards 
approach bringing together a range of stakeholders to prepare for, and should an emergency 
overwhelm a local community to respond and recover in support of local governments as 
necessary (Coppola 2006).  Higher bodies facilitate guidance and resources; the US 3 tier 
system of local/tribal, state and federal governments offers more support options than the UK 
2-tier Local and Central Government system.  However, the US has significantly more 
experience of “disaster” and “catastrophe” which arguably necessitates a greater resource base 
(Federal Emergency Management Agency 2008a, H.M. Government 2013a, Sahin, Kapucu 
and Unlu 2008, Valcik and Tracy 2013). 
2.5.16 The Role of State Emergency Operations Center (SEOC) 
 
Under the Robert T. Stafford Disaster Relief and Emergency Assistance Act of 1988 each state 
is required to maintain a State Emergency Plan (Federal Emergency Management Agency 
2014e).  A critical element of the plan and its supporting emergency management apparatus is 
the State Emergency Operations Centre (SEOC), which forms part of the Command and 
Control framework illustrated in Organigram 2.  These facilities proactively monitor threats 
within a state, and when an incident occurs they can partially activate to provide advice, or fully 
activate with full state support, or both state and federal support depending on the nature and 
severity of the incident (Minnesota Department of Public Safety 2014).   
 
The SEOC purpose is to facilitate support, guidance and material assistance whenever a 
disaster overwhelms local capacity.  Many state EMAs will deploy a State Incident Management 
Assistance Team (IMAT) to support the responding local governments.  These teams are self-
sufficient; they do not take command of an incident but deploy into the afflicted area to support 
and coordinate access to state resources, in a similar manner to the support provided to the 
state by FEMA regional and national IMATs (Department of Homeland Security 2010, Indiana 
Department of Homeland Security N.D., Minnesota Department of Public Safety 2014, North 
Dakota Department of Emergency Services 2015).  The SEOC supports the Governor, the 
State EMA and the deployed State IMAT to co-ordinate disaster response.  Should a disaster 
threaten to overwhelm a state; the Governor has 2 support options available i.e. a request for 
Federal assistance in the form of a Presidential Disaster Declaration or mutual-aid from other 
states requested via the Emergency Management Assistance Compact (EMAC) (Bea 2010, 
Kapucu 2009b, National Emergency Management Association 2014a). 
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 Key Point 43: Federal resources cannot be deployed into State unless officially 
requested by a State Governor via a disaster declaration 
2.5.17 Emergency Management Assistance Compact (EMAC) 
 
The Emergency Management Assistance Compact (EMAC) is the inter-state mutual-aid 
mechanism that enables sharing of resources across state lines providing essential surge 
capacity when disasters overwhelm both local and state capacity (National Emergency 
Management Association 2014a, Waugh 2007).  EMAC is a legislative mechanism covering 
licenses and permits, liability, compensation and reimbursement designed to eliminate legal 
barriers to inter-state mutual-aid.  Adopted by all 50 US states it was introduced into US law in 
1996, being developed as a result of the failures of the 1992 response to Hurricane Andrew 
(National Emergency Management Association 2014a, National Emergency Management 
Association 2014b).  The mechanism’s structure consists of 5 organisations, the National 
Emergency Management Association (NEMA) of which, all state EMA Directors are members, 
the EMAC Committee which is the managing body, the EMAC Advisory Group which facilitates 
multi-disciplinary integration, the EMAC Executive Task Force (ETF) that conducts the day-to-
day work of the EMAC Committee, and the National Co-ordination Group (NCG) which supports 
NEMA with the daily policy and incident workings of EMAC (Federal Emergency Management 
Agency 2008c). 
 
An impacted state can request whatever resources they need and for what price, inter-state 
and federal resources can be requested on an as needed basis; it is not an either or mechanism 
(Federal Emergency Management Agency 2008c).  An assisting state is only required to 
provide support if they have the resource available and are able to deploy it then they are not 
compelled to respond without prior agreement; consequently the impacted state retains 
significant discretion and decision-making autonomy (Association of State and Territorial Health 
Officials 2014b, National Emergency Management Association 2014b).  This freedom can 
sometimes become politicised, similar in nature to the UK CCA (2004) Emergency Powers, 
meaning requests for assistance and resources can be based on political motivations and 
sensitivities rather than disaster need, which was seemingly the case in the aftermath of 
Hurricane Katrina in 2005 (Burby 2006, Tierney 2001).  Despite these intricacies, the state is 
perhaps the most resilient in the US emergency management system because it holds the 
greatest decision-making power and access to the significant resource base of the other 49 
states via EMAC, and the federal system via the FEMA Regional Offices. 
 
 Key Point 44: US states hold great decision making power and can access 
considerable resources via EMAC and the federal system 
2.5.18 United States Local Emergency Management  
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US emergency management is based on the primacy of the local level consisting of the county 
and town or municipalities, which are closely linked to State Government (Waugh 1994).  The 
basis of the US system is if the Local Government is overwhelmed; help can be sought from 
the state, and if the state is overwhelmed help can be requested either from another state or 
the Federal Government at the discretion of the Governor (Kapucu 2009b, Sylves 2008).  
Essentially, responsibility is devolved to the lowest level of government and the assumption is 
you should always be able to call for help and an extensive top-down support network has been 
established.  However, top-down approaches are heavily criticised for being too inflexible when 
faced with disaster indicating a divergence of perspectives between academia and practice 
(Drabek and McEntire 2002, Jensen and Thompson 2015, Jensen and Youngs 2015, Kapucu 
2006). 
 
 Key Point 45: US emergency management assumes you can always call for help 
from a state or the federal system 
 
County Emergency Management Agencies (County EMAs) are responsible for promoting 
whole community all-hazards comprehensive emergency management within their localities 
through planning, training, education and exercising for disaster (Kennebec County Emergency 
Management Agency N.D., Knox County Maine Emergency Management Agency 2015).  
Jensen et al (2014) argue recovery is neglected in comparison to mitigation, preparedness and 
response.  This perspective is shared by Rubin (2009) as recovery is perhaps not the sexy part 
of emergency management and unlikely to garner as much media and political support as 
response meaning interest could easily wane over time.  This factor coupled with a noted 
response bias may explain this phenomenon (Blaikie and Wisner 2004, Coetzee and van 
Niekerk 2012, Lewis, Phillip and Westgate 1976, Stehr 2001, Twigg 2004). 
2.5.18.1 County Emergency Management  
 
Typically, a County EMA may consist of a Director, who is critical to emergency management 
within the state, and a handful of staff (Jensen and Youngs 2015, Waugh 1994) often including 
a Sheriff or Paramedic on either a part-time or volunteer basis.  Activities include community 
liaison, working with local partners as well as the public and private sectors to develop 
emergency plans and establish and manage Community Emergency Response Teams (CERT) 
(Federal Emergency Management Agency 2014l, Jensen 2009, Jensen and Youngs 2015, 
State of Maine 2014).  Though responsible for coordinating and reporting on activities to state 
and federal authorities in support of grants they have little power to direct or compel action 
(Jensen 2009, Jensen and Youngs 2015). 
 
CERT provides support to local agencies during every day emergencies and can facilitate an 
initial disaster response allowing time for a state or federal response to ramp up (Carr 2014, 
Carr and Jensen 2015).  This provides an essential capability as the community is the first-
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responder when disaster strikes, not the first professional on-scene, so having a trained and 
equipped unit embedded locally can potentially save additional lives while the formal services 
establish Command and Control (Brennan, Barnett and Flint 2005).  Indeed, the issue of 
resources that emerge from within or converge upon the disaster zone is a critical issue as the 
ability of Command and Command to manage these organisational demands as the scale of a 
disaster increases has been questioned (Bissell 2013, Destro and Holguin-Veras 2011, Destro 
and Holguin-Veras 2011, Lagadec 2007, McAleavy 2010, McEntire 2007, McEntire 2015, 
Quarantelli 2006).  Thus, there is a need for research that can bring practice and academia 
closer together to examine such an important function of emergency management.  
2.6 Chapter Summary and Conclusion  
 
The concept of disaster has been shown to be a multi-faceted and subjective concept.  It is 
understood and defined in a variety of ways, and is manifested in the numerous perceptions 
individuals and organisations hold, meaning a universal agreement has so far eluded the field.  
This is perhaps surprising since disaster pre-dates human existence and has shaped physical 
life for millennia.  Disaster is also embedded in the structures of humanity; it has influenced 
religion, mythology, ancient, historic and popular cultures shaping societies around the globe 
over many thousands of years.  However, despite this human familiarity disaster research is 
less than 100 years old.  Thus, the field is at an early developmental stage, and knowledge of 
how to systematically manage disaster is in its infancy, which necessitates this and all scholarly 
research as lives continue to be lost. 
 
Command and Control is at the heart of UK and US emergency response.  Current approaches 
originated in the 1970s but despite this comparative newness they are regarded as being as 
timeless as disaster itself, and are not seemingly questioned as deeply as the criticality of their 
role necessitates.  This is perhaps a reflection of humanity’s collective physical and social 
connection with disaster, a closeness that has seen a modern approach quickly morph into an 
unquestioned, entrenched and traditional “something” in a few decades aided by military and 
paramilitary influences.  Rather, than being viewed simply as a tool to be developed, critiqued 
and if necessary replaced with better approaches.  Command and Control is law, it is policy; it 
is a coordination system for multiple organisations; it is embedded in cultures and identities.  It 
is also the fundamental philosophy that underpins UK and US emergency management.  It is 
these things and more, but what it is not is infallible.  
 
Some disasters are indeed bigger than others, which is clearly demonstrated within the 
literature.  Yet, Command and Control routinely approaches each disaster as one and the same 
with limited to no real understanding of the implications of scale.  Rather it purveys a “the bigger 
it is just throw more resources at it” view, which only works so far and at this point just how far 
is unknown.  It is not that Command and Control does not work, rather what is unclear is up to 
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what point systems designed using Command and Control remain effective?  The literature 
demonstrates Command and Control will fail, degrading as the scale of “disaster” increases to 
become a “catastrophe”.  Whilst, some authors suggest the approach is inappropriate outside 
of a single-organisation context, others suggest it should not be used at all.  However, the fact 
remains that it is in place now and will be used to combat the disasters of tomorrow.  Thus, 
disaster scholars have a duty to develop and enhance the understanding of Command and 
Control in an accessible manner, as practitioners do not yet seem to be fully engaged with the 
academic disaster community or the wealth of knowledge that already exists.  This must 
change.  
 
The logical point of origin is developing an understanding of what Command and Control is and 
how practitioners in the field view it.  This literature review presents identity, culture and 
metaphor within an organisations theory context as relevant and promising theoretical lenses, 
with which to explore Command and Control and interoperability.  These functions are 
potentially critical weaknesses as success is reliant upon collective effort and coordination 
between key-organisations.  Ideally, interoperability should be built on a shared understanding 
of Command and Control.  However, a key building block is establishing if perceptual 
differences exist amongst practitioners by developing a means to communicate views between 
individuals and organisations as a stepping-stone towards interoperability and greater response 
efficiency.  Metaphor provides an effective and innovative means to unlock the minds inner eye.  
Its communicative power can be harnessed, as it has been in organisations studies, to deepen 
our understanding of Command and Control and provide a mechanism to enhance 
interoperability through expressive imagery in both the linguistic and visual domains.   
2.6.1 Theoretical Framework 
 
Fig 2.28 below illustrates this study’s Theoretical Framework.  The core domain is disaster, 
identify, culture and the primary theory of metaphor are used to explore practitioner’s 
interpretations of Command and Control in order to enhance multi-agency interoperability.  The 
diagram represents the transitioning of these 3 theories into disaster research to address the 
research problem, namely interoperability.  
104 | P a g e  
 
Fig 2-28: The Theoretical Framework 
 
 
2.6.2 Central Research Question (CRQ) 
 
The framework established by the Aim and Objectives outlined the scope of this study.  The 
creation of the literature review achieved Objective 1 and, led to the establishment of a Central 
Research Question (CRQ) and 4 Supporting Research Questions (SRQ).  This focused the 
research to both ensure clarity of purpose and guide the development of the research 
methodology and strategy. 
 
The CRQ is:  
 
 “How do U.K. and U.S. emergency management practitioners metaphorically interpret 
Command and Control?” 
2.6.3 Supporting Research Questions (SRQ) 
 
The CRQ is underpinned by 4 SRQs, which are: 
 
1. Is Morgan’s (2007) organisational metaphor theory relevant to UK and US emergency 
management? 
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2. What metaphors do UK and US emergency management practitioners use to make 
sense of Command and Control? 
3. Does understanding of Command and Control vary across key organisations in UK and 
US emergency management? 
4. Do interpretational differences in Command and Control affect the level of 
interoperability between emergency practitioners? 
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3 Research Methodology and Method 
3.1 Introduction 
 
“Catastrophes” and “disasters” are part of life on earth (Quarantelli 2006).  Indeed, it has been 
argued within the literature review that such incidents are increasing in terms of their scale, 
frequency and scope (Leaning 2013, Lewis, Phillip and Westgate 1976).  This constitutes a 
significant need for research to increase knowledge and understanding of Command and 
Control to enhance interoperability and response capability.  Accordingly, this chapter builds 
on the established Central Research Question (CRQ) to discuss and defend the philosophical 
underpinnings with reference to the ontological and epistemological location of this particular 
study.  Whilst, also clarifying and defending the research design, selection of data collection 
and analysis methods, and explaining the practical application of these methods within the field.  
3.1.1 Origins of the Research 
 
The origins of the study are drawn from the author’s practitioner experience, which 
encompasses over 10-years in emergency management across three different agencies, and 
reserve military service, namely, H.M. Coastguard (HMCG), the North East Ambulance Service 
(NEAS), Durham County Council Civil Contingencies Unit (CCU), and the Royal Naval Reserve 
(RNR).  Command and Control was central to these roles, and included extensive training, 
exercising, and “real world” emergency management at the Gold (Strategic), Silver (Tactical) 
and Bronze (Operational) levels of command.  The author was comprehensively immersed in 
the culture and practice of Command and Control in what can be described as a period of 
theoretical sensitisation (Mills, Bonner and Francis 2006) .  These experiences and critical 
academic insights gained through MSc study developed a critical mind-set, and greater 
awareness of a broad range of theoretical perspectives and their relation to emergency 
management in the “real world”.  Consequently, the author was keen to ensure that lived 
experiences and literature based understanding could benefit but not unduly influence or bias 
the direction of this study in order to enhance the knowledge base and richness of the overall 
thesis (Ayre 2004). 
 
Theoretical sensitivity is a multidimensional concept linked to grounded theory and enshrined 
in the personal qualities of the researcher (Strauss and Corbin 1990) (p 41).  It is concerned 
with the researcher’s insights into the area of research, attunement to the intricacies and 
complexity of the participant’s language, their construction and conveyance of words, actions 
and meaning; the ability of the researcher to reconstruct those meanings from the data 
captured, and an ability to “separate the pertinent from that which isn’t” (Mills, Bonner and 
Francis 2006, Strauss and Corbin 1990).Although, not a formal component of the overt 
research design theoretical sensitivity represents an important factor in shaping the focus of 
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this study and in the construction of the CRQ.  Thus, the relevance of this perspective to this 
study will now be clarified.   
 
The author posits that his prior emergency management career constitutes a period of 
theoretical sensitisation that helped to shape the research problem, establish the CRQ and 
inform the research design process (Strauss and Corbin 1990).  For over 10-years the author 
was immersed in Command and Control, engaging in complete participation by planning, 
training, exercising and responding to “emergencies” (Easterby-Smith, Thorpe and Jackson 
2008).  This multi-agency activity embraced the differing cultures, identifies, uniforms, politics 
and levels of command within HMCG, NEAS and CCU.  Through experiencing “real-world” 
challenges and difficulties associated with multi-agency Command and Control in different 
guises the author developed a critical perspective that aided in the identification of the research 
problem (Van de Ven 2007).  This inquiring mind-set helped form the question of “do emergency 
management practitioners view Command and Control in the same way?”  This premise, that 
of a fragmented and non-universal conceptualisation of such a key-aspect of emergency 
management, which maybe organisationally or individually specific underpins the CRQ, and is 
indicative of a verifiable need for rigorous scholarly research to promote and ideally enhance 
multi-agency interoperability.  
3.1.2 Formulating the Central Research Question (CRQ) 
 
Einstein quoted in Van de Ven (2007) (p 71) states that “the formulation of a problem is often 
more essential than its solution, which may be merely a matter of mathematical or experimental 
skill” highlights the importance of the problem formulation as a precursor to effective research 
design.  Van de Ven (2007) (p 71) argues that “problem formulation plays a crucial role in 
grounding the subject or problem in reality, and directly affects how theory building, research 
design, and problem solving task are performed; yet researchers often overlook or pay little 
attention to problem formulation” and outlines 4 interrelated activities which inform the base 
framework of this study: 
 
1. Recognising and situating the problem 
2. Gathering information to ground the problem and its setting 
3. Diagnosing the information to ascertain the characteristics or symptoms of the 
problem 
4. Deciding what actions or questions to pursue to resolve the research problem 
(Adapted from Van de Ven (2007))  
3.1.3 Recognising and Situating the Research Problem 
 
At its most basic the research problem, is grounded within the various interoperability failures 
experienced by practitioners in both United Kingdom (UK) and United States of America (US) 
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when responding to “disasters” and “catastrophes” (Quarantelli 2006).  These events may be 
interpreted as a demonstrable research problem in that interoperability failures have occurred 
and seemingly continue to do so despite significant investment in capability enhancement 
activities (Department of Homeland Security 2008, H.M. Government 2013c, H.M. Government 
2013h, Massachusetts Department of Fire Services 2005).  The UK JESIP framework outlines 
8 critical domains for interoperability enhancement.  Command and Control, Procedures, Roles 
& Responsibilities, Information Sharing, Risk Thresholds, Communications, Radio Usage, 
Acronyms and Terminology (H.M. Government 2013c).  This study is situated within and 
validated by the primary JESIP research domain of Command and Control.  The rationale 
behind this approach and logic underpinning the alignment of the study with JESIP is drawn 
from the author’s previous career and current base at a British university.  Accordingly, the 
research question and strategy were designed to extend JESIP by achieving a deeper and 
more critical understanding of Command and Control through the application of linguistic and 
visual metaphor.  The Aim and Objectives detailed in the Introduction form part of a framework 
that is completed by the CRQ and the Supporting Research Questions (SRQ). 
3.1.4 The Central Research Question (CRQ) 
 
Stannard-Gromisch (2010) (p 1) suggests, “research questions need to be precise, tractable 
and amenable to investigation” arguing for the need to adopt a SMART approach informed by 
management theory (Locke 1968, Locke and Latham 2002).  A SMART approach is a 
mnemonic which refers to the setting of objectives that are Specific (S), Measurable (M), 
Achievable (A), Realistic (R) and Time-Based (T) (Bogue 2005, Drucker 2011).  Accordingly, 
the CRQ underpinning this study is: 
 
 “How do UK and US emergency management practitioners metaphorically interpret 
Command and Control?” 
 
To answer the CRQ a systemic research design informed by SMART methodology was 
adopted.  Objective 1 was met through the development of a comprehensive literature review 
whereas Objectives 2, 3, 4 and 5 required the development of a research strategy that was 
appropriate to the stated Aim and Objectives, and reflected the needs of and resources 
available to the researcher, whilst also maintaining integrity through an ethically sound 
approach (U.K. Research Integrity Office 2014).   
3.1.5 Supporting Research Questions (SRQ) 
 
The CRQ is underpinned by 4 SRQs that were designed to complement the CRQ and ensure 
the Aim was achieved: 
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1. Is Morgan’s (2007) organisational metaphor theory relevant to UK and US emergency 
management? 
2. What metaphors do UK and US emergency management practitioners use to make 
sense of Command and Control? 
3. Does understanding of Command and Control vary across key organisations in UK and 
US emergency management? 
4. Do interpretational differences in Command and Control affect the level of 
interoperability between emergency practitioners? 
3.2 The Philosophy of Research 
3.2.1 The Concept of Research 
 
The concept of research is one that is grounded in historical trends and varied perspectives 
applied in both the traditional sciences, such as biology, chemistry and physics, and more 
recently the social sciences (Henn, Weinstein and Foard 2006).  In a generic sense research 
may be defined as “a systematic investigation to find answers to a problem”, and trends have 
generally advocated the traditional objective scientific method of quantitative research 
employed in an attempt to establish general laws or principles (Burns 2000).  This 
methodological approach has dominated research practice cross-domain ultimately defining 
what methods have been traditionally viewed as valid.  However, a shift in perspective in the 
1960s brought a subjective, qualitative and naturalistic approach to the fore, which became 
progressively more influential during the 1980s (Bryman and Bell 2011, Burns 2000).   
 
The CRQ is focused on identifying emergency management practitioner’s individual 
metaphorical interpretations of Command and Control.  Essentially, this study is focused on 
how they (the participants) see, feel and experience Command and Control.  Consequently, 
this study is social in nature rather than hard or traditional science based.  This is because the 
research approach is not focused on identifying absolute truth or universal laws rather collating 
personal insights and perspectives, which are essentially individual, and then mapping any 
similarities and differences between these interpretations. 
 
Social science research “is conducted in order to extend our knowledge about some aspect of 
social life that we are interested in” (Henn, Weinstein and Foard 2006) (p 7).  The aspects of 
social life of interest within this study are the respective U.K. and U.S. Command and Control 
frameworks, which provide the central focus (Wasserman and Faust 1994).  These socially-
based concepts were defined, critically reviewed, evaluated and illustrated diagrammatically in 
the literature review, and are referred to herein simply as Command and Control. 
3.2.2 Contrasting Traditions: Positivism, Critical Realism and 
Interpretivism 
 
110 | P a g e  
 
Easterby-Smith et al (2008) argue that there are 2 contrasting views of how social research 
should be conducted, notably the traditions of positivism and interpretivism.  These competing 
perspectives are aptly described as being “in the red corner positivism; in the blue corner social 
constructionism”.  Such phraseology is perhaps more akin to a boxing match than an 
epistemological discussion, but none-the-less this metaphorical expression serves to 
adequately illustrate the opposing positions, which have each to some extent been elevated 
into a stereotype, with critical realism somewhere in the moderate-middle.  That said, “when 
one looks at the practice of research, even self-confessed extremists do not hold consistently, 
to one position or the other” (Easterby-Smith, Thorpe and Jackson 2008) (p 22).  This suggests 
that the process of situating a research study within a given philosophical domain is to some 
extent subjective irrespective of the epistemological and ontological perspectives adopted 
(Bryman and Bell 2011, Easterby-Smith, Thorpe and Jackson 2008, Saunders, Lewis and 
Thornhill 2007). 
3.2.3 Positivism  
 
The positivist approach is based on the view that, in the social as well as the natural sciences, 
sensory experiences and their logical and quantitative treatment are together the exclusive 
source of all worthwhile knowledge: introspective and intuitional attempts to gain knowledge 
are rejected (Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill 2007).  The view that positivism offers the best 
way of investigating human and social behaviour originated as a reaction to metaphysical 
speculation and the reducing influence of religious and theological certainty (Aiken 1956).  As 
such, this philosophy has developed into a distinctive paradigm over the last 150 years 
(Easterby-Smith, Thorpe and Jackson 2008).  Furthermore, Easterby-Smith, Thorpe et al 
(2008) argue that this term paradigm, referring to the domains of positivism and interpretivism, 
has come into vogue among social scientists, particularly through the work of Kuhn (1996), who 
used it to describe the progress of scientific discoveries in practice, rather than how they are 
subsequently reconstructed within text books and academic journals.  
 
Positivism is a shorter-reference form of positive philosophy, a term originally coined by 
Auguste Comte (1798–1857), a French philosopher who is accredited as the founder of 
sociology and of the doctrine of positivism, and also the first philosopher of science in the 
contemporary 19th and 20th century sense (Easterby-Smith, Thorpe and Jackson 2008).  
Kolakowski (2004) argues that positivism stands for a certain philosophical attitude to human 
knowledge: strictly speaking, it does not prejudge questions about how men (and women) arrive 
at knowledge, neither the psychological nor the historical foundations of knowledge.  However, 
it is a collection of rules and evaluative criteria referring to human knowledge, which tells us 
what kind of contents in our statements about the world deserve the name knowledge and 
supplies us with norms that make it possible to distinguish between that which may and may 
not reasonably be asked (Kolakowski 2004).  Hacking (1981) defines 7 characteristics of 
positivism namely, the belief in realism, demarcation, cumulative science, observation-theory 
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distinction, observation and experimentation as the foundations for and justification of 
hypotheses and theories, deduction, precision, justification and context of discovery and unity 
of science (1 science about 1 real world).   
 
Positivism is an epistemological position that advocates the application of the methods of the 
natural sciences to the study of social reality and beyond (Bryman and Bell 2011).  The world 
exists externally and its properties should be measured through objective methods as opposed 
to being subjectively inferred through sensations, reflection of intuition (Bryman and Bell 2011, 
Easterby-Smith, Thorpe and Jackson 2008).  Bryman and Bell (2011) (p 15) argue that the 
positivist paradigm is grounded in 5 principles: 
 
1. Only phenomena and hence knowledge confirmed by the sense can genuinely 
be warranted as knowledge (the principle of phenomenalism) 
2. The purpose of theory is to generate hypotheses that can be tested and that 
will thereby allow explanations of laws to be assessed (the principle of 
deductivism) 
3. Knowledge is arrived at through the gathering of facts that provide the basis 
for laws (inductivism) 
4. Science must (and presumably can) be conducted in a way that is value free 
(that is objective) 
5. There is a clear distinction between scientific statements and normative 
statements and a belief that the former are the true domain of the scientist 
 
Adherence to the positivist paradigm signifies acceptance of various ontological assumptions 
about the nature of reality, such as a belief in 1 “real world” (Easterby-Smith, Thorpe and 
Jackson 2008, Hacking 1981, Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill 2007).  However, even within the 
positivist paradigm itself, there are a number of competing viewpoints that arguably constitute 
subsets or sects of positivism, namely realism and relativism.  Easterby-Smith, Thorpe et al 
(2008) assert that traditional realists start with the position that the world is concrete and 
external, and that science can only progress through observations that have a direct 
correspondence to the phenomena being investigated. Bhaskar (1989) labels this position as 
transcendental realism, which assumes the ultimate objects of scientific inquiry exist and act 
(for the most part) quite independently of scientists and their activity.  Internal realists however 
concentrate more on the process of observation (epistemology), which have emerged in 
response to advances in physics (Easterby-Smith, Thorpe and Jackson 2008).   
 
For internal realists the point is not whether phenomena are concrete or not as it is only possible 
to gather indirect evidence of what is going on in fundamental physical processes, as one must 
accept that scientific laws once discovered are absolute and independent of further 
observations (Putnam 1987).  Bryman and Bell (2012) dissect the realist position defining 2 
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further sub-sects: empirical realism, which simply asserts that through the use of appropriate 
methods, reality can be understood, and critical realism, which is a specific form of realism 
whose manifesto is to recognise the reality of the natural order.  
 
The relativist position on the other hand, argues Easterby-Smith, Thorpe et al (2008) goes a 
stage further in suggesting that scientific laws may not be quite so immutable citing Latour and 
Woolgar’s (1988) research within laboratories.  Their work noted how ideas only gained 
acceptance as being true after much debate and discussion, which is also tied in to the personal 
careers and statuses of the main protagonists suggesting an element of subjectivism.  Similar 
debates abound within the social sciences concerning the 3 key ontological positions 
representationalism, relativism and nominalism, which arguably reduces or at least weakens 
the positivist approach.  The first 2 correspond roughly to the internal realist and relativist 
viewpoints of science, although the subject matter of social science is people rather than 
physical objects: whereas, the nominalist position asserts that it are the labels and names we 
attach to experiences which are crucial (Easterby-Smith, Thorpe and Jackson 2008).   
3.2.4 Critical Realism  
 
The critical realist paradigm is “a philosophical system developed by the Indo-British 
philosopher Roy Bhaskar in collaboration with a number of British social theorists, namely 
Margaret Archer, Mervyn Hartwig, Tony Lawson, Alan Norrie and Andrew Sayer” (Gorski 2013) 
(p 658).  Critical realists tend to reject the concepts of positivism and empiricism, and 
interpretivism and constructivism as being equally problematic, advocating that realism “seems 
like the only way forward if one wishes to call off the search for general laws without simply 
abandoning the goal of causal explanations” (Gorski 2013) (p 659).  The critical realist paradigm 
combines a general philosophy of science (transcendental realism) with a philosophy of social 
science (critical naturalism) to describe an interface between the natural and social worlds, and 
is based on a 2-fold critique against positivism and interpretivism (International Centre for 
Critical Realism 2014a).  The critical realist paradigm is grounded in 5 principles (Hirschheim 
N.D., International Centre for Critical Realism 2014b, Sayer 1999): 
 
1. The “world” exists independently of our knowledge of it 
2. Observable phenomena provide credible data or facts 
3. A distinction between the transitive (the changing knowledge of things) and the 
intransitive (the relatively unchanging things which we attempt to know) 
4. Research is value-laden, the researcher is biased by world views, cultural experiences 
and upbringing, which impact on the research 
5. Knowledge is grounded in thought, habits or customs, models or language and is 
influenced by prevailing economic, political and cultural authority 
6. The role of theory is to initiate change in social relations to eliminate domination 
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The influence of the critical realist paradigm is growing as it is seen to offer a more reasonable 
and useful framework from which to engage with contemporary philosophical, scientific and 
social challenges (Lopez and Potter 2001).  The paradigm is an alternative to positivism and 
the radical rejections of traditional science often associated with the interpretivist paradigm 
(Archer et al. 2007, Sayer 1999).   However, despite the relative strengths of both paradigms, 
namely the widely accepted nature of positivism and the increasing popularity of critical realism, 
this particular study rejects both approaches due to ontological and epistemological 
considerations.   
 
Ontology in the social sciences is focused on the nature of social entities, such as Command 
and Control (Bryman 2012).  The concept of ontology refers to the branch of meta-physics 
focused on the study of theory or being, not of being itself, so to have an ontology is to have a 
theory of what exists; meaning ontology is therefore non-optional (Fleetwood and Ackroyd 
2004).  The positivist ontology founded on a belief in the existence of one truth (Bryman and 
Bell 2011, Easterby-Smith, Thorpe and Jackson 2008, Walsh and Wigens 2003) is not 
compatible with this study, as this paradigm does not reflect the author’s ontological and 
epistemological positions, which will be clearly articulated later in this chapter.  Neither is the 
critical realist ontology, which also advocates the existence of an external world that exists 
independently of the researcher (Hirschheim N.D., Sayer 1999).  The critical realist notion that 
an “entity can exist independently of our knowledge of it” is based on Bhaskar’s ontology and 
contradicts the philosophical underpinnings of this study, and is thus rejected (Fleetwood and 
Ackroyd 2004).  
 
Epistemology is the branch of philosophy concerned with the nature of knowledge itself, its 
possibility, scope and general basis (University of Idaho N.D.).  Epistemologies contain general 
sets of assumptions about the best ways of inquiring into the nature of the world and 
significantly influence research design (Easterby-Smith, Thorpe and Jackson 2008).   
 
Positivist epistemology considers observable evidence as the only form of defensible scientific 
finding, assuming that only facts derived from the scientific method can make legitimate 
knowledge, and that the researcher must be separate from and therefore does not affect the 
outcomes of the research (Jansen, Spink and Taksa 2008).  Similarly, critical realist 
epistemology advocates that only observable phenomena provide credible data or facts 
(Hirschheim N.D., Sayer 1999).   
 
Fleetwood et al (2004) (p 28) criticises “a wide-spread belief that whatever realism is, it is 
associated with positivism, or related discourses such as empiricism, scientism, science, 
scientific objectivity, structuralism, structural functionalism, foundationalism, modernism, 
enlightenment thinking” arguing that this is a misrepresentation of critical realism that 
constitutes a stumbling block to its use.  This viewpoint associates the paradigm with the natural 
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sciences and the search for laws: whereas “critical realism, of course, explicitly denies that such 
laws exist in the social world” (Fleetwood and Ackroyd 2004) (p 28).   
 
The positivist and critical realist paradigms differ in other ways; firstly positivists argue that 
scientific research should not be value-laden advocating a primarily empirical base for scientific 
research (Bryman and Bell 2011).  Whereas, critical realists counter that research is inherently 
biased as academics are politicised by world-views and events; their cultural experiences, 
norms and values and upbringing, and attempts to move beyond empiricism (Hirschheim N.D., 
Sayer 1999).  Bhaskar (1975) (p 20) argues that “empiricism makes reference only to 
experience (the empirical), but that events go far beyond what is experienced and the domain 
of real structures and other generative mechanisms require a larger conceptual map”.  
Consequently, “empiricism rests upon deeply flawed confusion” and thus critical realists cite 
retroduction as being epistemologically advantageous, overcoming the deficiencies of the 
logics of induction and deduction (discussed later in the chapter) to offer casual explanations 
(Blaikie 2004b, Olsen 2009). 
 
The rationale behind this chapter so far is not to simply engage in a detailed critique of the 
positivist and critical realist paradigms.  Rather, this section establishes the broad philosophical 
domain for the ontological and epistemological locating of this particular study as “informed 
critique must be based on a clear understanding of the position (or range of positions) being 
examined” (Phillips 1995) (P 5).  This process enables the logic of positioning this study within 
an appropriate and justifiable research paradigm to be explained and a credible philosophical 
defence to be mounted. 
3.2.5 Rejection of the Positivist and Critical Realist Paradigms 
 
This study rejects both the positivist and critical realist paradigms as being wholly inappropriate 
to the stated research Aim and Objectives.  Firstly, of paramount importance is that the author 
as a veteran of over 10 years in emergency management cannot feasibly adopt an external 
unbiased position.  The author and reality of Command and Control, whatever the ontological 
perspective, are in this instance deemed inseparable.  This contravenes a major tenet of 
positivism.  Also, this study is not seeking to explain or establish casual universal laws, nor 
collate data on objective phenomena to enable scientific statements to be made: it is searching 
for something different. 
 
The Aim of this study is to “identify linguistic and visual metaphorical interpretations of 
Command and Control”.  This statement arguably constitutes a rejection of the notion of 
positivistic truth uncovered through empirical scientific experimentation as such a viewpoint 
advocates that only phenomena and hence knowledge confirmed by the senses can genuinely 
be warranted as knowledge (Bryman and Bell 2011, Henn, Weinstein and Foard 2006, Walsh 
and Wigens 2003).  Furthermore, the Aim is incongruent with the critical realist belief in 
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observable phenomena and of a world beyond our knowledge of it (Walliman 2006).  Thus, 
both the positivist and critical realist paradigms are rejected in preference of a view that 
“knowledge of the world is intentionally constituted through a person’s lived experience” (Weber 
2004) (p iii).  As a consequence, a suitable alternative to positivism and critical realism is 
required.  Accordingly, the interpretivist paradigm will now be discussed, evaluated and its 




Blaikie (2004a) advocates “the central tenet (of interpretivism) is that because there is a 
fundamental difference between the subject matters of the natural and social sciences, the 
methods of the natural sciences cannot be used in the social sciences”.  It is not that 
interpretivists deny the existence of an external reality; it is the notion of an independent 
knowable reality that they question (Willis 2007).  Rather, interpretivists consider research to 
be influenced and shaped by existing knowledge, theories and world-views.  Consequently 
research has meaning because a group of scholars have agreed on that meaning so research 
is arguably a socially constructed activity thus, the reality it tells us about is therefore also 
socially constructed (Willis 2007).  Livesey (2012) (p 5) succinctly defined the interpretivist 
paradigm as being grounded in 3 key-principles: 
 
1. The social world is seen to be produced and reproduced on a daily basis by people 
going about their lives 
2. People actively, if not always consciously or deliberately, create their world 
3.  The social world is understood by different people in different situations in different 
ways 
 
The idea of socially constructed meaning is often termed post-positivist because its 
development was a reaction to the positivist approach to social science inquiry promoting an 
assumption that individual participants construct social reality (Gall, Gall and Borg 2006).  
However, Willis (2007) argues that if this individuality is taken too literally the position leads to 
the problem of other minds as the acceptance of this notion raises the question of how 2 people 
with unique versions can communicate.  Fortunately, most interpretivists argue that the making 
of meaning is a group or social process.  Consequently, humans in groups, such as within the 
Command and Control frameworks, construct meaning using the tools and traditions of the 
group such as culture, language, identities, norms and values, and are thus able to share their 
understanding (Willis 2007).  
 
The interpretivist paradigm broadly speaking can be taken to indicate “those strategies in 
sociology which interpret the meanings and actions of actors according to their own subjective 
frame of reference” (Williams 2000) (p 210).  As this study is focused on collating the personal 
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views of UK and US practitioners an interpretivist paradigm was adopted.  This philosophy was 
considered as the most appropriate to the stated Aim and Objectives, and for answering the 
CRQ.  This is because the purpose of this study is not uncovering positivistic truth or critical 
theorist local universal truths.  Rather the CRQ was focused on individual perceptions of 
Command and Control grounded in the language, dialogues and indeed cognitive processes of 
the sampled participants and the research outcomes constitute a snapshot in time rather than 
a universal law.  This goal necessitated the use of an interpretivist paradigm that was 
“predicated upon the view that a research strategy is required that respects the differences 
between people and the objects of natural sciences and therefore requires social scientists to 
grasp the subjective meaning of social action” (Bryman and Bell 2011) (p 17).   
3.2.7 The Interpretivist Paradigm and this Study 
 
Through the interpretivist paradigm, the author posits that Command and Control within both 
UK and US emergency management is essentially a social construct in that its efficiency and 
effectiveness, when challenged by “emergencies”, “disasters” and “catastrophes” (Quarantelli 
2006) is based fundamentally on the shared cognition or lack thereof, of language, norms and 
values related to personal interpretations of Command and Control.  These interpretations are 
grounded in the relevant legislation, policy, procedure and practice, in both a formal and 
informal context.  Command and Control and interoperability are often reduced to a 
technological issue, though advances in communications equipment etc can undoubtedly 
increase capability (Breimyer 2011).  However, “research has tended to focus on the 
compatibility of the technology and equipment used by responders” rather than on the actual 
responders themselves (Cole 2010) (p vii).  Consequently, the author was seeking to fill this 
readily identifiable research gap by developing a deeper understanding of Command and 
Control based on the views and perspectives of practitioners using the interpretivist paradigm.  
The resultant study was based on the premise that “all knowledge, and therefore all meaningful 
reality as such, is contingent upon human practices, being constructed in and out of interaction 
between human beings and their world, and developed and transmitted within an essentially 
social context” (Crotty 1998) (p 42).  That said, at this point it is worth noting that this study, 
reflecting the author’s ontological and epistemological beliefs, does not advocate the more 
extreme constructivist views that arguably constitute fringe-interpretivism, which for some have 
almost become a fundamentalist religion (Phillips 1995).  However, the author acknowledges 
the existence of this body of constructivist literature and the interesting contributions of 
researchers such as Ernest von Glaserfield, Ludwig Fleck, Immanuel Kant, Thomas Kuhn, Jean 
Piaget and John Dewey.  A constructivist or radical constructivist paradigm, which questions or 
rejects the arguably common sense perspective that some things, such as the laws of physics 
that keep an aircraft in flight, belong to a “real world” of unquestionable objects was considered 
too extreme for this particular study (Fischer 2003, Phillips 1995).   
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The constructivist sub-paradigm has some merit in terms of its applicability to the stated Aim, 
Objectives and CRQ as both approaches stem from the German intellectual traditions of 
hermeneutics, the verstehen tradition in sociology, from phenomenology, and from critiques of 
positivism within the social sciences (Gregor 2005).  Accordingly, the constructivist paradigm 
will now be discussed and rejected in favour of interpretivism in order to complete the 
positioning of this study.    
3.2.8 Rejection of the Constructivist Paradigm 
 
“Three baseball umpires are reflecting on their professional practice of calling balls and strikes.  
The first, a self-confident realist, says, “I call ‘em the way they are” to which the second who 
leans toward phenomenological analysis says “I call ‘em as I see ‘em”, and the third closes the 
discussion with “they ain’t nothin’ until I call ‘em” (Sarbin and Kituse 1995) (p 1).  Sarbin and 
Kituse (1995) cite this sporting example to highlight the interpretive nature of the constructionist 
paradigm, which underpins the umpire’s view that it (a ball or a strike) does not exist unless he 
or she calls it, and in calling it he or she assigns meaning to it. 
 
Constructivism is around 30-years old, emerging as a means to come to terms with the nature 
of reality, its origins come from sociology and it is associated with the postmodern era in 
qualitative research (Andrews 2012).  Articulating and defining the interpretivist and 
constructionist paradigms is a very difficult task as they are not fully explicit because they do 
not include a clear set of constructs and assumptions to explain and predict social phenomena: 
rather, they are instead, a set of ideas and methods that help us to understand social practices 
at various levels (Jun 2006).  These approaches draw their principal energy from a multi-
dimensional critique of the positivist paradigm, the constructivist critique emanates from the 
history of science and sociology of knowledge, and gained breadth and depth through 
contributions from critical theory, feminism, literary theory, rhetoric and more (Gergen 2001). 
 
Schwandt (2000) (p 197) suggests that garden-variety constructivism might be described in a 
fairly unremarkable sense; we are all constructivists if we believe that the mind is active in the 
construction of knowledge arguing that “human beings do not find or discover knowledge so 
much as we construct or make it”.  Constructionism, similar to interpretivism rejects the notion 
of objective reality and the centrality of empirical enquiry (Boghossian 2001, Gergen 1995).  
Constructionism focuses on the development of jointly constructed understanding of the world 
assuming understanding, significance and meaning are developed collectively in coordination 
with other human beings rather than individually (Leeds-Hurwitz 2009).  It may be argued that 
a vague conceptual line is all that currently differentiates the constructivist from the 
interpretivist; they are slightly different rather than fundamentally opposed along paradigmatical 
lines (Erickson 1986, Jun 2006).  Consequently, interpretivism and constructivism are 
frequently used interchangeably and indeed the “conventional distinction between ontology and 
epistemology can often disappear” although subtle differences actually exist (Guba and Lincoln 
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1994) (p 111).  Crotty (1998) argues that truth and meaning do not exist within an external “real 
world”, but are created by participant’s interactions with the world.  Therefore, meaning is not 
discovered rather it is constructed, so participants may understand and make sense of the 
same phenomenon in different ways, thus constructivism is an epistemological worldview.  
Furthermore, Crotty (1998) aligns interpretivism with constructivism along theoretical lines 
suggesting that researchers interested in constructed meaning are influenced by their own 
theoretical perspective.  Thus, constructivism is an epistemology and interpretivism is a 
theoretical perspective. 
 
Brooksbank (2013) (p 1) argues that “constructivist researchers believe that we can only 
explore the realities of individuals as they experience the world, drawing on the interpretations 
of others whereas, interpretivists believe that humans will consider and analyse what they do, 
which in turn allows them to make judgements about what they will say and to whom”.  
Brooksbank’s (2013) delineation, although not fully representative of the broad scope of the 
interpretivist and constructivist literature (Andrews 2012, Berger and Luckmann 1967, Gergen 
1985, Gray 2009), serves as a foil that enabled the rationale behind the positioning of this study 
within an interpretivist paradigm to be clearly articulated.   
 
The author acknowledges that a constructivist paradigm resonates quite closely with the focus 
of this study, and as such a logical and defensible case for such an approach could feasibly 
have been made.  However, in the context of this study, the participant’s knowledge of 
Command and Control was considered an interpretivist entity based on his/her social 
interactions with other practitioners.  These “considerations, analyses and judgements” of 
individual meaning of Command and Control, rather than shared constructions, are at the heart 
of this particular study (Brooksbank 2013).  Consequently, this necessitated an interpretivist 
rather than constructivist paradigm as such an approach was more closely aligned with the 
stated Aim, Objectives and CRQ, and the author’s own philosophical beliefs. 
 
The author posits that these interpretations can be more effectively unlocked and mapped 
through the application of linguistic and visual metaphor methods applied within an interpretivist 
paradigm (Billups 2011, Lakoff and Johnson 2003, Morgan 2007, Schachtner 2002, Wittink 
2011).  Hence, an appropriate interpretivist research strategy, which included systems of logic, 
a sampling strategy and methods for both ethical data collection and analysis, must be defined, 
and defended.  Also, in depth discussion and critique of the chosen methods and the process 
of how they were applied in the field was necessary to ensure the appropriateness of the 
research design, and the validity of the methodology.  Whilst, also contributing to the 
achievement of the stated Aim and Objectives by enabling a comprehensive answer to the 
CRQ to be formed.  
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3.3 Quantitative vs. Qualitative Methods 
 
To begin the research design process it was logical to contemplate the end-point of the study 
by considering what the actual research outcomes was likely to be.  There are seemingly many 
kinds of analysis a social researcher can use in order to describe, explain or interpret data; 
although, in practice options tend to gravitate around the notions of quantitative and qualitative 
research (Denscombe 2010).  The quantitative approach has been the dominant strategy, 
although its influence has waned slightly since the mid-1980s, when qualitative research 
became more influential (Bryman and Bell 2011).  At its most basic quantitative research can 
be defined as being concerned with numbers and statistics; it is firmly grounded in an empirical 
base and typically associated with the positivist paradigm (Bryman and Bell 2011, Burns 2000, 
Easterby-Smith, Thorpe and Jackson 2008, Henn, Weinstein and Foard 2006).   
 
Qualitative research on the other hand is concerned with developing an appreciation of the 
underlying motivations that people have for doing what they do, rather than test out given 
theories (Henn, Weinstein and Foard 2006).  The approach developed during the late 1960s 
and throughout the 1970s, developing from methods of ideology critique and critical 
hermeneutics in the Hegelian and Marxist traditions (Fischer 2003).  It is grounded in the 
concept of verstehen, a form of subjective understanding associated with the German 
sociologist Max Weber (Burns 2000), and is viewed as central to the rejection of positivistic 
social science despite Weber’s view that the 2 could be united (Elwell 2013).  Qualitative 
researchers believe that as humans are aware of their own behaviour, the feelings, thoughts 
and perceptions of social research subjects should be central to their inquiries (Burns 2000).  
As such, the qualitative approach is considered a good fit with both the stated Aim and 
Objectives, which are concerned with personal interpretations of Command and Control, and 
the interpretivist paradigm adopted.  That said, this study did not adopt a wholly qualitative 
approach, rather it combined both qualitative and quantitative components in a mixed methods 
approach (Cameron 2011, Cronholm and Hjalmarsson 2011, Muskat, Blackman and Muskat 
2012).   
3.3.1 A Mixed Methods Approach 
 
Mixed methods research developed with the earliest social research projects in the 1800s and 
utilise both quantitative and qualitative techniques (Brannen N.D., Bryman and Bell 2011, 
Hesse-Biber 2010).  This combination of methods “involves the collection, analysis and 
integration of quantitative and qualitative data in a single or multiphase study” (Hanson et al. 
2005) (p 224), and should not be confused with the term multi-methods which refers to the 
mixing of methods by combining 2 or more quantitative methods or 2 or more qualitative 
methods in a single study (Hesse-Biber 2010).  A mixed methods approach enabled the author 
to develop a greater understanding of the research problem and a better understanding of the 
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social story in its entirety (Hesse-Biber 2010).  Hammersely (1996) cited in Bryman (2011) 
proposes 3 approaches to mixed methods research: 
 
 Triangulation: this refers to the use of quantitative research to corroborate qualitative 
research findings or vice versa  
 Facilitation: this approach arises when 1 research strategy is employed to aid research 
using the other research strategy 
 Complementarity: this approach occurs when the 2 research strategies are employed 
in order that different aspects of an investigation can be dove-tailed  
 
It may be argued that the use of a mixed methods approach within this study complemented 
the interpretivist paradigm in which it was conceived.  Since interpretivism is commonly aligned 
with qualitative approaches it would be logical and indeed defensible for the research design to 
focus solely on collating qualitative data only as such researchers are primarily seeking non-
numerical forms of data (Henn, Weinstein and Foard 2006, Walsh and Wigens 2003).  This is 
generally true; in this instance however, the adopted mixed methods approach employed a 
weighted summation method to augment qualitative approaches in what can be termed a post-
positivist manner in order to engender research synergies by combining both types of data 
(Fischer 2003, Zardari et al. 2015).   
 
The drivers underpinning this approach were drawn from Hammersley’s concepts of facilitation 
and complementarity, cited in Bryman (2011), rather than triangulation.  Although, the 
quantitative element was significantly lesser than the qualitative it provides an initial empirical 
base that facilitated complementary qualitative research.  This ensured a comprehensive 
answer to the CRQ, and achieved the stated Aim and Objectives: whilst, providing a logical and 
reasoned defence of the research design.  The following section details the Systems of Logic 
used and is combined with a more detailed explanation of how the mixed methods blend of 
quantitative and qualitative approaches was achieved. 
3.3.2 Systems of Logic 
 
There are arguably 2 distinct theories pertaining to the nature of the relationship between theory 
and research, namely deductive and inductive Systems of Logic (Bryman and Bell 2011, 
Easterby-Smith, Thorpe and Jackson 2008, Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill 2007, Trochim 
2006a).   
3.3.3 Deductive and Inductive Logic 
 
Deductive logic begins with theory, which is used to explain particular observations i.e. the 
theory is applied in order to deduce explanations for the data (Henn, Weinstein and Foard 
2006).  Within the deductive system of logic reasoning progresses from the general to the more 
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specific, beginning with thinking up a theory about a topic, then narrowing this down to specific 
and testable hypothesis, and collecting observations to either prove or falsify the said 
hypothesis (Henn, Weinstein and Foard 2006, Pontzer-Ehrhardt 2011, Trochim 2006a).  
Deductive reasoning is often associated with the positivist paradigm and termed the scientific 
or top-down approach (Trochim 2006a). Arguably, it is the commonest view of the nature of the 
relationship between theory and social research (Bryman 2012). 
 
Inductive logic differs in that it works the other way, moving from specific observations to 
broader generalisations and theories, and is commonly referred to as the bottom-up approach 
(Trochim 2006a).  “Contrary to deductive logic, induction moves from a set of observations to 
a theory, and is at the core of social scientific theory development” (Henn, Weinstein and Foard 
2006) (p 50).  Rather than slavishly adhering to one or the other system this study embraced a 
mixed approach combining the veritable strengths and mitigating the weaknesses of the 
respective approaches in order to achieve the stated Aim and Objectives.  This reflects Bryman 
and Bell’s (2011) (p 14) assertion that “to a large extent, deductive and inductive are possibly 
better thought of as tendencies rather than as a hard and fast distinction”. 
3.3.4 Strategy to meet the Research Objectives  
3.3.4.1 Objective 1: The Literature Review  
 
In the first instance, it was necessary to establish a broad-based understanding and critical in-
depth knowledge of Command and Control.  This process enabled the author to become 
immersed in the topic in order to develop the Aim and Objectives, set the CRQ and construct a 
literature review that clearly demonstrated a knowledge-gap and the “real world” need for this 
study.  This process constituted deductive reasoning as a basic hypothesis was set and 
relevant thematic literature has been critically analysed to identify gaps in the current body of 
knowledge, to set a valid CRQ (Bryman and Bell 2011, Phillips, Saunders and Thornhill 2006). 
3.3.4.2 Literature Review Hypothesis 
 
“Failures in U.K. and U.S. emergency management demonstrate that greater knowledge of 
Command and Control (amongst other areas) is required” 
 
Traditionally, the construction of a literature review would not normally constitute an element of 
the overt research methodology.  However, in this instance reference to the setting of a 
hypothesis followed by a process of data collection and analysis confirmed the aforementioned 
hypothesis and helped develop the CRQ demonstrating the use of a deductive system of logic.  
It is cited here simply to illustrate the holistic mixed system of logic applied within this particular 
study.  
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3.3.4.3 Objective 2: Assess the Relevance of Morgan’s Metaphor 
Theory  
 
The opening element of the field-study employed a weighted summation method (Zardari et al. 
2015) to assess the relevance of Morgan’s (2007) organisational metaphor theory to 
emergency management using a deductive system of logic.  Although, arguably a positivistic 
evolution this provided an indication of the applicability of a widely used and accepted 
organisational metaphor theory across a sample of UK and US emergency management 
practitioners.  This established a base for further inductive research using both linguistic and 
visual metaphor.   
3.3.4.4 Objective 3: Produce Linguistic & Visual Data 
 
Objective 3 may be considered as the main body of the field-study and employed qualitative 
approaches to collate both linguistic and visual data.  Accordingly, it was based upon an 
inductive system of logic, reversing the deductive process by incorporating observation, 
detection of a pattern and development of a tentative hypothesis (theory) as a research 
outcome (Bryman and Bell 2011, Trochim 2006a).   
3.3.4.5 Objective 4: Identify Linguistic & Visual Metaphors 
 
This objective was the initial analysis phase.  In keeping with the established focus this also 
embraced a qualitative approach combined with an inductive system of logic to identify linguistic 
and visual metaphors from within the sampled data. 
3.3.4.6 Objective 5: Compare and Contrast the findings to identify 
Patterns and Trends 
 
Objective 5 was the 2nd analysis phase and used an inductive system of logic to analyse the 
linguistic and visual data to identify emergent patterns and trends. 
3.3.4.7 Objective 6: Develop a Suite of Learning Tools to enhance 
critical understanding of Command and Control 
 
The analysed findings were then used to inform the development of a suite of learning tools 
that combined both linguistic and visual methodologies to link theory to practice in a more 
effective manner, and engender a deeper more critical understanding of Command and Control 
in order to enhance multi-agency interoperability.  
3.3.5 Rationale for using Mixed Systems of Logic 
 
The strategy of mixed systems of logic enabled the formation of a logical and defensible study 
that comprehensively achieved the stated Aim and Objectives.  Ostensibly, this study 
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constituted a wholly mixed methods approach.  However, the primary focus of the study was 
qualitative induction combined with a smaller element of complementary deduction.  This blend 
afforded the benefits of a preliminarily hypothetico-deductive element to confirm or falsify the 
relevance of an established theory, namely Morgan’s organisational metaphors (Babbie 2013, 
Denscombe 2010, Henn, Weinstein and Foard 2006, Walsh and Wigens 2003).  The inductive 
element then provided the author the freedom to observe and through a process of 
metaphorical analysis to develop, and enhance the understanding of the social dimensions of 
Command and Control as part of a research-then-theory strategy in keeping with the adopted 
interpretivist paradigm (Babbie 2013, Bryman 2012, Henn, Weinstein and Foard 2006). 
3.4 Data Collection Methods 
 
Walsh & Wigens (2003) argue that this section of the methodology should “outline how the 
researcher went about the research study” positing that the “goal here is to describe the data 
sources, the data collection tools that were used and the procedures that were undertaken to 
collect data”.  Babbie (2013) points out that “science is an enterprise dedicated to finding out – 
no matter what you want to find out, though, there will likely be a great many ways of doing it”, 
which highlights the broad range of both quantitative and qualitative data collection methods 
that exist.  With these factors in mind, the remainder of this chapter is focused on providing a 
detailed account, including rationale, of the data collection and analysis methods chosen, rather 
than engaging in a broad-based critique of all available methods.  
 
The process of selecting appropriate methods was a vital aspect of research design; it is a 
comprehensive plan for conducting an investigation that stretches from the CRQ through the 
methods of data analysis, interpretation and reporting, and required thorough consideration of 
the underlying ontological and epistemological position (Voght, Gardner and Haeffelle 2012).  
If managed correctly, this process can enhance the study; however, if not, the validity and 
credibility of the study may be compromised.  Bechhofer and Paterson (2001) (p 2) argue, 
”while it is relatively easy to generate a research problem, working out how to actually do the 
research, that is, settling on an adequate research design is much less straightforward”.   
 
A good research design is one that gives the researcher confidence in the solidarity of the 
conclusions drawn from the data, and at a level of sordid practicalia, good research design is a 
good thing because it lets you achieve more and better things for the same effort (Rugg and 
Petre 2006).  In keeping with the adopted interpretivist paradigm, this study embraced a 
primarily qualitative focus combined with a weighted summation method in order to meet the 
stated Aim, Objectives and CRQ. 
 
Bechhofer and Paterson(2001) (p 2) state that “what all researchers ought to aim at is the kind 
of research design which, once articulated, seems so attractive and obvious as to lead others 
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to say I wish I had thought of that” highlighting the significant challenge faced by researchers.  
Accordingly, the envisaged research design adopted a mixed methods approach, which 
combined tried and tested as well as experimental methods.  These were considered 
appropriate to the underlying philosophy and CRQ, and may arguably be considered somewhat 
innovative in terms of their likely attractiveness to other researchers.  Consequently, the author 
posits that the contribution to knowledge forwarded lie not only in the collected data and 
theoretical outcomes, but also within the research design itself; a claim that will be 
demonstrated in later chapters. 
3.4.1 Surveys, Focus Groups or Interviews? 
 
Qualitative data collection methods are often associated with research conducted within an 
interpretivist paradigm (Denscombe 2010).  Accordingly, a number of relevant methods were 
assessed and discounted in the early stages of the research design process.  3 methods, 
namely surveys, focus groups and interviews, were provisionally considered appropriate to the 
needs of the study. 
3.4.2 Questionnaire Survey 
 
In the first instance, the use of the questionnaire survey technique was considered and 
evaluated.  Surveys are not synonymous as there are plenty of other (and often more 
appropriate) methods that can be used for surveys: and questionnaires in particular are easy 
to do badly, and difficult to do well (Rugg and Petre 2006).  The initial appeal of questionnaires 
stemmed from the method’s simplicity and ability to reach a relatively large sample-frame; they 
are also one of the most frequently used methods for collecting data (Lavrakas 2004).  
However, questionnaires, particularly those that are self-administered, need to be simple, easy 
to understand, clear and easy to complete because no interviewer is available to assist the 
participant (Phellas, Bloch and Seale 2011).  Consideration of these factors in the context of 
the study’s requirements enabled the use of questionnaires to be quickly discounted.   
 
This particular study focused on collating individual perceptions of Command and Control, 
which prompted the selection of the interpretivist paradigm over the constructivist paradigm.  
The collation of these individual conceptualisations could have been hampered by 
miscommunication between participant and researcher.  Whilst, individual perspectives are the 
desired outcomes the use of questionnaires would not have allowed the author to interact 
directly with the participants, thus if the questions were misunderstood, poorly phrased, in the 
wrong order or indeed the wrong question, the data obtained may be worse than meaningless, 
it may be misleading (Brace 2008).  The wording of questions is critical as it is relatively easy 
to influence research participants either negatively or positively, or worse still inadvertently 
(Iarossi 2006).  Consideration of the needs of the stated Aim, Objectives and CRQ identified 
the requirement for the author to interact with participants, and clarify and probe their individual 
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responses in order to ensure an accurate and comprehensive understanding of the thick 
qualitative data sought, in keeping with the adopted interpretivist paradigm (Oppenhiem 1992).  
Consequently, an alternative method was deemed necessary. 
3.4.3 Focus Groups 
 
Following the rejection of questionnaire survey as a viable method other pertinent approaches 
were considered, namely focus groups and interviews.  Prompted by the need for author-
participant interaction consideration was given to convening a series of international focus 
groups to bring together a range of relevant participants in order to discuss their respective 
views on Command and Control.  Focus groups or work-shops as are they are sometimes 
known consist of a small number of people that are brought together by a moderator, commonly 
the researcher, to explore attitudes and perceptions, feelings and ideas about a specific topic 
(Denscombe 2010), in this case Command and Control.  Macnaghten & Myers (2002) (p 65) 
highlight that as recently as the 1990s, “an academic researcher had to explain, define, and 
justify the seemingly odd research practice of getting 8 or so people in a room and making them 
talk for an overhearing tape-recorder: now everyone academic and non-academic alike, thinks 
they know what focus groups are”.  Originating from market research and a few innovative 
academic researchers in fields such as cultural studies and social policy focus-group use has 
evolved, arguably mirroring the growth of social science research, into a widely accepted multi 
and cross disciplinary approach that is seemingly readily accepted within both the academic 
and wider communities (Denscombe 2010, Macnaghten and Myers 2002).  This approach 
offers the researcher the ability to clarify, probe and collect data from multiple participants at 
the same time, whilst enabling the study of the ways in which individuals collectively make 
sense of a phenomenon and construct meanings around it (Bryman 2012).  Consequently, on 
face value focus groups were seemingly an attractive tool for this primarily qualitative research 
study.  
 
In depth consideration was given to organising and hosting 2 international focus groups, 1 in 
the UK the other in the US to bring together a sample-frame of relevant practitioners to discuss 
issues of conceptualising and understanding Command and Control.  It may be argued that 
focus group usage is relatively commonplace in emergency management.  For example, the 
Aston Crisis Centre at Aston University in the U.K. facilitated the “Emergency Preparedness for 
the UK” series of Economic & Social Research Council (ESRC) funded seminars (Shaw 2009) 
and the “Command, Control, and Interoperability Center for Advanced Data Analysis 
(CCICADA) Annual Research Retreat” is a U.S. Department of Homeland Security (DHS) 
funded Center of Excellence at Rutgers University (Lubetkin 2014) regularly bring together 
academics and sometimes practitioners in thematic focus groups to shape and drive research 
agendas or theoretical debates.  These examples demonstrate the applicability of focus groups 
to disaster research and provide suitable defence for the use of this method.  However, the 
126 | P a g e  
 
method ultimately proved unworkable due to ontological and epistemological concerns and 
what can be termed logistical considerations as will be outlined herein.  
 
Initial planning and research strategy design based on the use of focus groups indicated that 
locations and suitable facilities would be required to host the 2 focus groups.  Consideration 
was given to bolting these onto current international emergency management conferences.  
The UK Emergency Planning Society (EPS) Annual Conference (Silesti 2014), the World 
Conference on Disaster Management (World Conference on Disaster Management 2013) held 
every year in Toronto, Canada, the Dealing with Disasters annual international conference 
(Disaster Management Institute of Southern Africa 2014) and the U.S. Federal Emergency 
Management Agency’s (FEMA) annual Emergency Management Higher Education Symposium 
were all considered.  Subject to the acceptance of an abstract each of these events would have 
provided a suitable location and the necessary supporting facilities.  However, foreseeable 
issues regarding likely participants emerged.  These concerns referred to the ability to ensure 
a range of suitable calibre participants in terms of their experience and qualifications, or indeed 
that anyone, would actually sign up for a voluntary non-plenary activity.  Worse still, the focus 
group could attract delegates with little or no relevant experience meaning their views and 
opinions would likely result in misleading or incorrect research outcomes compromising the 
study.  Accordingly, the use of conferences events was rejected and consideration was given 
to organising and hosting 2 focus groups as stand-alone events.  Provisional costing, which 
included room and equipment hire, international travel for both the author and likely some of 
the participants, accommodation and subsistence etc indicated that this would not be possible, 
as focus groups can be costly and time consuming; factors which contribute the rejection of this 
approach (Denscombe 2010). 
 
Should the aforementioned logistical issues have been overcome, perhaps by securing a 
research grant etc, a compelling defence for the use of focus groups could have been made by 
linking the method to the stated Aim, and Objectives.  However, in depth consideration of the 
underlying ontological and epistemological positioning, which embraced the interpretivist, 
paradigm, raised questions regarding the appropriateness of focus groups.  It may be argued 
that they do not provide the author with an effective mechanism to capture individual views, 
conceptualisations and perspectives on Command and Control (Denscombe 2010, 
Macnaghten and Myers 2002).  Whilst this method was likely to capture some, but not all, of 
the required data the likely research outcomes would be more relevant to the constructivist 
paradigm.  Focus groups tend to concentrate on interaction and group consensus rather than 
individual perspectives, whilst the recordings are prone to inaudible elements affecting the 
quality of transcription (Bryman 2012).  In addition, participants may or may not offer their 
opinions as proceedings can often be influenced by 1 or 2 dominant people; this dynamic can 
affect the research outcomes and the data may not reflect the views of all in attendance 
(Chrzanaowska 2002, Cresswell 1998).  The combination of these ontological, epistemological 
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and logistical concerns regarding the ability of the method to provide the requisite data led to 
the rejection of focus groups as a feasible research method. 
3.4.4 Interviews: Structured, Unstructured or Semi-structured 
 
Fontana and Prokos (2007) (p 9) argue, “interviewing is one of the most common and powerful 
ways in which we try to understand our fellow humans”.  Indeed, it may be argued that 
interviews are perhaps the most commonly used qualitative social science research tool, and 
often entail 2 relative strangers sitting down and talking about a specific topic (Rapley 2002).  
Interviews can take the form of mailed or self-administered questionnaires, telephone surveys 
or face-to-face verbal interchange (Bryman 2012, Fontana and Prokos 2007).  At its most basic 
the face-to-face interchange, referred to herein as an interview, offers the author the ability to 
interact directly with participants in order to probe and clarify individual responses.  This factor, 
coupled with a rigorous non-probability purposive sampling method alleviated any concerns 
regarding participant’s credentials in terms of their relevant professional experience and 
qualifications, ensuring that appropriate practitioners were engaged within this study (Andrews 
et al. 2002).  The author posits that face-to-face interviews offered a means to comprehensively 
achieve the stated Aim and Objectives, meet the data type and capture requirements of the 
CRQ and to align the research design with the underpinning ontological and epistemological 
philosophy of the embraced interpretivist paradigm.  
3.4.5 Structured Interviews 
 
Interviews can be structured, unstructured or semi-structured (Stuckey 2013).  Within a 
structured interview the researcher asks all participants the same series of pre-established 
questions with a limited set of responses (Fontana and Prokos 2007).  Participants are forced 
to choose from a range of predetermined structured answers such as yes/no or agree, unsure, 
disagree and there is generally very little room for variation in response (Fontana and Prokos 
2007, Voght, Gardner and Haeffelle 2012).  Structured interviewing is often used to gather data 
from large samples and ensure consistency of response and is commonly associated with 
quantitative research (University of Strathclyde N.D.).  The goal of this style is to ensure that 
participant’s responses can be aggregated and reliability is achieved if the data is stimulated 
by identical cues (Bryman 2012).  Whilst arguably tried and tested the structured approach did 
not offer the freedom of participant expression required of the CRQ.  Also, the approach 
restricts the much-needed ability of the author to probe and clarify individual perspectives 
expressed by participants, and was thus rejected as the questions asked control the data 
elicited by the participant too tightly to meet the needs of the study (Stuckey 2013).   
3.4.6 Unstructured Interviews 
 
128 | P a g e  
 
An alternative to the tightly controlled structured approach is the polar-opposite unstructured 
interview, which originated from the ethnographic tradition of anthropology (DiCicco-Bloom and 
Crabtree 2006).  Unstructured interviews afford considerable freedom and scope to move the 
discussion onto topics and areas that are regarded as significant, enabling both interviewer and 
participant to describe the situation as they see it, and to provide justification and clarification 
in their own words (Denscombe 2010). 
 
Rather than adhering to a fixed sequence of questions, the interviewer typically prepares an 
interview guide or aide-memorie of themes and issues that are to be covered during interview 
(Bryman 2012, Fontana and Prokos 2007).  Such an approach is arguably well suited to 
inductive research as it is an “extremely useful method for developing and understanding of an 
as yet not fully understood or appreciated culture, experience or setting” (Cohen and Crabtree 
2008).  It is best used when the interviewer wants to find out as much information as possible; 
the benefit is that information that may not have been uncovered with a more tightly controlled 
approach can emerge due to the lack of a formal protocol and a more conversational style 
(Santiago 2009). 
 
Unstructured interviews can sometimes be difficult to focus as although the interviewer 
develops the guide, the agenda is actually set by the participant through the stories and events 
they choose to tell or not to tell.  Also, the participant maintains control of the pacing of the 
interview, what will be disclosed in terms of detail and scope, and the emotional intensity 
(Corbin 2003).  DiCicco-Bloom and Crabtree (2006) (p 315) argue that “no interview can truly 
be considered unstructured: however, some are relatively unstructured and are more or less 
equivalent to guided conversations”.  These issues can be problematic when seeking to 
address specific issues or themes, such as the stated CRQ and SRQs, and despite active 
listening and skilful questioning the interviewer may conceivably not achieve the desired 
outcomes.  As such, the unstructured approach is arguably more suited to exploratory or pure 
inductive research, which can sometimes be dismissed as academic fishing (Fischer 2003).  
Although, the research design was inductive in nature it is predicated on the answering of a 
CRQ to achieve a stated Aim and supporting Objectives, which is why the unstructured 
approach was considered inappropriate.   
3.4.7 Semi-Structured Interviews 
 
The purpose of both semi-structured and unstructured interviews is to discover rather than 
check information which suggests that both are appropriate to this study: however, the semi-
structured approach was preferred over unstructured (Denscombe 2010).  This is because the 
former is considered more appropriate to the achievement of the stated Aim, Objectives and 
CRQ; the rationale for and defence of this decision will now be made. 
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The semi-structured approach is a technique often used to collect qualitative data by organising 
the interview in a way that allows participants the time and scope to talk about their opinions 
on a particular subject, in this case Command and Control, with the objective being to 
understand the point of view rather than make generalisations about behaviour (Sociology 
Central N.D.).  The application of this method required a question schedule that employed 
primarily open-ended questions, some suggested by the author and some that arose naturally 
during the interview with the built-in flexibility as this enabled the necessary in-depth discussion 
of the participant’s views of Command and Control to take place (Gubrium and Lolstein 2001, 
Sociology Central N.D.).   
 
The semi-structured approach offered a number of benefits; firstly a positive rapport could be 
quickly established between author and participant that allowed emerging themes and issues 
to be probed effectively (Chrzanaowska 2002).  Secondly, there was high degree of data validity 
as participants were able to interpret the questions and talk about Command and Control in 
depth.  So meanings behind actions were revealed as there was little direction from the author 
and a process of joint construction of meaning was established (Mishler 1986).  Thirdly, 
complex questions and issues could be discussed and clarified enabling a rich and thick picture 
of the participant’s individual views to be achieved (Phellas, Bloch and Seale 2011).  Finally, 
the problem of the author pre-determining what would or would not be discussed was avoided 
as the participants could and indeed were encouraged to interpret the questions in their own 
way and direct the discussion how they saw fit (Bryman 2012, Phellas, Bloch and Seale 2011, 
Sociology Central N.D.).  The combination of these factors demonstrated that semi-structured 
interview use was arguably far superior to both questionnaires and focus groups in this 
instance. 
3.5 The Question Schedule  
3.5.1 Setting the Interview Questions 
 
Fontana and Prokos (2007) (p 9) argued, “asking questions and getting answers is a much 
harder task than it may seem at first”.  Thus, time and consideration is needed to ensure that 
questions are appropriate to the setting and effective in order to achieve the necessary research 
outcomes (Voght, Gardner and Haeffelle 2012).  Accordingly, a schedule of primarily open-
ended questions was developed to ensure that the interview discussion covered the required 
themes and issues, and to allow the necessary scope for participants to fully express their views 
and perspectives.  The question schedule comprised of 16 open-ended questions and 2 special 
tasks totalling 18 questions.  Questions progressed from the generic to more specific and 
adopted a thematic approach outlined in Fig 3.1 below (Gill et al. 2008). 
 
Fig 3-1: Question Schedule Focus and Themes 
Interview Themes 
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Primary Focus: Command and Control 
Themes: 
1. Relevant experiences 
2. Personal narratives and system interpretations 
3. Purpose and history of Command and Control 
4. Visual interpretation task (special) 
5. Strengths, weaknesses and improvements 
6. Organisational metaphor task (special) 
 
The question schedule included 2 special tasks that were designed to capture unique data 
relating to the achievement of Objectives 2 and 3.  Please note: the relevant objective is outlined 
prior to the discussion of each Special Task to aid readability and clarity. 
3.5.2 Special Task 1 - Empirical Data 
 
Objective 2: assess the relevance of Morgan’s organisational metaphors to U.K. and U.S. 
emergency management 
 
Objective 2 was designed to establish through deduction the relevance of Morgan’s (2007) 
organisational metaphor theory within a new field, namely emergency management as a 
precursor to more in-depth inductive research.  As part of the mixed methods approach 
(Bryman and Bell 2011, Hesse-Biber 2010), this Special Task employed a weighted-summation 
method (Zardari et al. 2015).  Thus, it was designed as a quantitative dip of the toe to 
demonstrate the relevance or not of a readily accepted metaphor theory within emergency 
management, rather than as a comprehensive empirical study in its own right.  The author 
posits that the use of a basic ranking and weighted summation method provided appropriate 
data to successfully achieve Objective 2.  However, it is acknowledged that a more 
comprehensive quantitative method, such as SPSS-based statistical analysis, variance 
analysis, bivariate or multivariate analysis, could have been used to generate more in depth 
empirical data (Martin and Bridgmon 2012).  However, such empirical depth was simply not 
required, as at its most basic Objective 2 required a simple yes the theory is relevant or no it is 
not.  Weighed summation (Zardari et al. 2015) goes beyond this in terms of depth, it answered 
the yes/no question whilst also generating data that effectively illustrated the perceptual 
differences between the relevance of Morgan’s 8 individual metaphors to the sample-frame to 
comprehensively achieve Objective 2.    
 
To capture the required empirical data participants were asked during interview to rank 
Morgan’s (2007) metaphors in order of their relevance to their personal views of Command and 
Control.  Each participant was given a ranking template (see question schedule) detailing 
Morgan’s 8 organisational metaphors and a list of supporting terms that are readily associated 
with each given metaphor to ensure an understanding of the concepts.  Participants were then 
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invited to rank as many or as few metaphors as they felt were relevant, and they were 
encouraged to ask clarifying questions as necessary.  An option of selecting None of the Above 
was also included to allow participants to indicate that none of the metaphors were appropriate 
to their views.  
3.5.3 Special Task 2 - Visual Metaphor 
 
Objective 3: Produce linguistic and visual data that encapsulates emergency management 
practitioners’ views on Command and Control 
 
Special Task 2 was designed to induce and capture participant’s visual interpretations of 
Command and Control.  During interview participants were provided with a blank template and 
invited to draw a visual interpretation of Command and Control.  No other guidance was given 
and no restrictions, other than the use of a pen and the provided template limited the participant 
to ensure that they were free to interpret the task and complete it in whatever manner they saw 
fit.  The outcome was a visual insight into how the participants viewed Command and Control, 
providing a rich depiction of their individual conceptualisation.   
 
Rose (2001) (p 5) argues, “over the last 2 or 3 decades, the way in which many social scientists 
understand social life has shifted”.  Arguably, mirroring social science’s move away from the 
positivist paradigm and associated empirical research methodologies contemporary and novel 
qualitative approaches have emerged including visual social research (Banks 2001).  Visual 
social research is becoming more influential encompassing both found and created images 
(Banks 2001, Geue et al. 2010, Navarro et al. 2011, Schachtner 2002).  “Visual methods were 
almost invisible a decade ago: however, this malaise for things visual has been replaced by 
general awakening to the significance and ubiquity of imagery in lives; visuals are pervasive in 
public, work and private space, and we have no choice but to look” (Prosser 2011) (p 479). 
 
Visual metaphor is now commonplace in media and communications research (Haught 2013, 
Wilken 2013).  Print and electronic media outlets routinely employ visual metaphor, for example, 
portraying disaster through the metaphor of war, and emergency response as a battle within 
the war (Waugh 2006).  However, to date visual metaphor has only tentatively been engaged 
within disaster research for example in media communications (Tierney, Bevc and Kuligowski 
2006) and as a form of post-trauma psychotherapy and illness treatment (Geue et al. 2010).  
Consequently, there is considerable scope for novel and impactful disaster research using 
visual methods.  Thus, the author posits that this component of the study also constitutes a 
significant contribution to knowledge in its own right. 
 
Edgar (2004) cited in Pink (2012) (p 234) argues that the “use of the imaginative senses could 
be used across the full range of social sciences” suggesting that “the mind’s inner imagery can 
be manifested in a number of external forms”, which validates the use of visual metaphor within 
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this study.  The design of this Special Task was intended to be simple as this allowed 
participants the freedom to express their views through visual means without significant author 
input or focus on the mechanism of the task. 
 
The use of visual metaphor was inspired by the work of Schachtner (2002) who focused on the 
application of visual social research methods to develop a rich depiction of how practicing 
medical doctors come to diagnostic and therapeutic decisions in cases of vague illness and 
long and complex searches for diagnosis.  The approach required doctors to draw a visual 
representation of the said processes during qualitative interview, and was motivated by a deficit 
in the status of knowledge of the microstructures of medical practice (Gimmler, Lenk and 
Aumuller 2002).  Schachtner (2002) developed metaphors of illness as cause and effect and 
health as development from the drawings as they offered a richer and deeper insight into how 
these processes are conceptualised by practicing doctors.  Similarly, the anti-reductionist Soft 
System’s Methodology (SSM), which emerged due to the limitations of hard (mechanistic) 
systems approaches to solving management problems as stakeholder’s views on the nature of 
the problem, the purpose of the system and indeed the system itself differed, also influenced 
the research design (Manchester Metropolitan University 2005).  Checkland and Wilson 
developed a soft pragmatic approach using visual techniques to construct a shared conceptual 
understanding of ill-defined complex problems using rich pictures, which are essentially 
metaphors (Burge 2015, Manchester Metropolitan University 2005).   
 
The author posits that visual methodologies are powerful and largely untapped within disaster 
research.  They are capable of building rich and detailed images of how participants view key 
issues.  And, for these reasons coupled with the ability to engender depth beyond that which 
can be expressed through spoken words the inclusion of visual methods was considered a 
defensible and valuable part of the research design (Pink 2012, Prosser 2011). 
3.6 Data Capture Methods 
 
An important aspect of research design was the selection of appropriate data capture methods, 
as it is essential that the researcher carefully notes and records the necessary data for analysis 
at a later time (Gill et al. 2008).  An effective data capture strategy facilitates collation of useful 
data for analysis and prevents the loss of valuable information as it is not possible for a 
researcher to take full notes and conduct an interview effectively: furthermore, comprehensive 
note-taking would require another person to be in the room (Chrzanaowska 2002).  
Consequently, a 2-tiered data capture strategy was adopted. 
3.6.1 Primary Data Capture Method 
 
The interviews were conducted in a conversational manner and required a data capture method 
to collate the said discussion with minimal user input and management throughout.  
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Accordingly, the primary data capture method was a Digital Voice Recorder (DVR) as these 
units are specifically designed to record voice communications such as meetings, interviews 
and focus groups etc. (Olympus 2014).  Consideration was given to using a smartphone such 
as the Apple IPhone 4S equipped with the Recorder for IPhone app (Retronyms 2014).  
However, as this would be a jury-rigged approach rather than designed for purpose a more 
reliable solution was sought.  The Olympus VN-711PC DNS Digital Voice Recorder was 
identified as an appropriate and cost-effective solution as it was a tried and tested system 
designed to capture one-to-one meetings; this was purchased and tested prior to the field study 
(Olympus 2014).   
 
As a contingency measure in case of primary system failure before, during or after interview a 
secondary DVR, an Olympus VN-411PC, was loaned from the Coventry University Resource 
and Map Library.  Each interview was dual-recorded to ensure minimal interruption and risk of 
data-loss due to a technical failure. 
3.6.2 Secondary Data Capture Method 
 
The Question Schedule was designed to guide the progression of the interview discussion.  
However, an ancillary note-capture component was built into the schedule so each question 
was allocated a space where notes could be recorded.  This process was designed as a 
secondary data capture method intended to augment the primary recordings by enabling the 
author to note down any key points, themes or quotes that emerged; please note, this was not 
intended to provide a comprehensive account of the full interview (Chrzanaowska 2002)  
3.7 Sample-Frame Design 
 
The basic principle underpinning sample-frame design is that you can gather representative 
data and produce accurate and reliable results without surveying the whole of society 
(Denscombe 2010).  There are 2 broad approaches that a researcher can use, namely 
probability sampling and non-probability sampling (Bryman and Bell 2011).  Probability-
sampling relies on the use of random selection and is based on a statistical theory relating to 
the normal distribution of events whereby the researcher has absolutely no influence on the 
selection of participants to be included within a given sample-frame, and includes simple 
random sampling, systematic sampling, stratified random sampling and multi-stage cluster 
sampling (Bryman and Bell 2011, Denscombe 2010, Thompson 2012).  Random sampling 
methods were not considered appropriate due to the highly focused and specific nature of this 
study.  Command and Control is a subset of disaster research, which is in itself is a highly 
specialist field, and furthermore the stated Aim, Objectives and CRQ clearly relate to the 
interpretation and conceptualisations held by practitioners.  Consequently, probability sampling 
was rejected from the research design.  
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This study employed a form of non-probability sampling which is “essentially an umbrella term 
to capture all forms of sampling that are not conducted according to the canons of probability 
sampling” (Bryman and Bell 2011) (p 200).  There are 3 main types of non-probability sampling, 
namely quota sampling, convenience sampling and snowball sampling (Bryman and Bell 2011, 
Denscombe 2010).  The research design incorporated elements of both convenience and 
snowball sampling in a purposive sample-frame, which is “where the researcher selects what 
he/she thinks is a “typical” sample based on specialist knowledge or selection criteria” (Bryman 
2012, Walliman 2006).  This approach was necessary to ensure that appropriately qualified and 
experienced practitioners were engaged within the field-study; which provided the guiding 
rationale behind the research design.   
3.7.1 The Country Sample-Frame 
 
At the outset of this study a global focus was envisaged.  The initial country sample-frame 
incorporated 5 nations: namely, Australia, Canada, Russia, the United Kingdom and the Unites 
States of America.  However, this was cropped to 3 as a preliminary feasibility study concluded 
that the resources likely to be required to conduct field-research in Australia and Russia would 
greatly outweigh those available.  Furthermore, in the case of Russia, an expected language 
barrier and foreseeable difficulties in accessing relevant organisations and personnel 
exacerbated these concerns.   
 
Canada was then also removed following early literature-based research, and a face-to-face 
meeting with Dr Ali Asgary, an acknowledged expert in Canadian emergency management, at 
York University in Toronto, Canada on 9th December 2010.  Dr Asgary confirmed the 
researcher’s literature informed view that considerable similarities exist between the Canadian 
and US Command and Control systems which reduced the value of including both countries 
within the study (Public Safety Canada and U.S. Department of Homeland Security 2012).  The 
reasons for this similarity of approach include close geographic proximity and well-established 
reciprocal emergency management relationships meaning that Canadian views and 
perceptions were likely to be similar to that of their American counterparts.  This limited the 
perceived benefits of a separate Canadian research evolution (Asgary 2010).  
 
This narrower geographic focus allowed field-research to be conducted in both the UK and the 
US as projected expenditure was within the resource limits available.  Thus, the geographic 
focus of the study centred on a bi-lateral study of perceptions of Command and Control held by 
emergency management practitioners in the UK and US.  Furthermore, this 2-country research 
design was also ratified in email discussion with Professor David McEntire at the University of 
North Texas, during which Professor McEntire indicated that comparative studies between 
Command and Control systems in different countries were uncommon (McEntire 2008), and 
indeed the literature notes that comparative studies more broadly are also somewhat limited 
(McEntire and Mathis 2007, McEntire 2010). 
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3.7.2 The Emergency Management Organisational Sample-Frame 
 
Similarly to the identification of appropriate countries for research purposes, initial thinking 
regarding the organisational sample-frame foresaw the inclusion of a wide-range of relevant 
stakeholders within this study.  Those participants considered at the outset included relevant 
academic and community representatives, as well as practitioners.  However, as a large 
sample-frame is not necessarily required by the adopted interpretivist paradigm, as these are 
more readily associated with the positivist paradigm and its need for greater accuracy of 
generalisations identified through numerical measurement, statistical analysis, and the search 
for cause and effect, a more practical sample-frame was necessary (Holloway and Wheeler 
2002).  The adopted sample-frame must also address the needs of the stated Aim, Objectives 
and CRQ, whilst also being manageable given the available time and resources (Bryman 2012, 
Denscombe 2010).  
 
The UK Civil Contingencies Act (H.M. Government 2004b) provided a defensible organisational 
sample-frame given the author’s UK emergency management background.  This is because 
the Act clearly defines categorised emergency responder organisations.  A sample-frame 
based on these UK organisations combined with their US counter-parts would be logical and 
defensible.  However, the Act identifies 15 core and 13 co-operating agencies, totalling 28 
organisations (H.M. Government 2004b).  Though defensible, the inclusion of 28 UK and 28 
US organisations, totalling 56 participating organisations, was considered impractical as the 
resources likely to be required to conduct rigorous field-research on such a scale were greater 
than those available, and the resultant data would go far beyond the needs of the Aim and 
Objectives, and the actual task.  Consequently, it was a necessary step within the research 
design to reduce the organisational sample-frame to a manageable level.  Whilst, also ensuring 
the study maintained appropriate organisational breadth to ensure the richness of collated data 
and the validity of the studies research outcomes.  To achieve these goals it was necessary to 
consider and purposively select relevant organisations to achieve the stated outcomes. 
3.7.3 Narrowing the Organisational Sample-Frame 
 
It may be argued that a traditional perspective on emergency management would view the 
Ambulance, Fire, and Police services as the key emergency management organisations in any 
given scenario, certainly within the UK context.  Indeed, it is a logical assertion that the British 
public would concur with such a perspective on account of the centrality of these organisations 
within UK emergency management, and their day-to-day visibility within local communities 
(H.M. Government 2004a, H.M. Government 2013f).  The US context is arguably similar with 
the local Police and Fire Departments providing the traditional first-response, although there 
are some subtle geographical differences.  Firstly, in most locales US Fire Departments 
generally fulfil the Paramedic and Emergency Medical Technician roles undertaken by UK 
Ambulance services, as well as the traditional roles associated with UK Fire services: although, 
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there are independent Emergency Medical Services (EMS) within various states and 
municipalities that are similar to UK Ambulances services (Medic 911 2014, New York City Fire 
Department 2003).  Secondly, the UK Civil Contingencies Act (2004) mandated Local 
Resilience Fora (LRF) provide an essentially single-tiered localised organisational framework 
within which emergency management is organised, and then augmented by national resources 
as required (H.M. Government 2004a, H.M. Government 2013a).  Whereas, in the US there is 
a multi-tiered organisational framework, which means that emergency management is 
facilitated by Regional, County and/or State level organisations, and augmented by Interstate 
and Federal resources, and these arrangements often differ from State to State (Massachusetts 
Department of Fire Services 2005, National Emergency Management Association 2014a).  
However, despite these structural differences a workable and defensible organisational 
sample-frame that aligns comparable organisations across both countries was constructed. 
 
The first step in constructing a workable organisational sample-frame was reducing the range 
of stakeholders engaged by including only emergency management practitioners.  This step 
sufficiently narrowed the scope to a manageable level, allowing due focus without 
compromising the appropriateness and validity of the study.  Certainly, the inclusion of both 
academic and community participants, as initially envisaged, would have added considerable 
depth and richness as their views on Command and Control would extend our understanding 
of often marginalised groups within emergency management.  Consequently, these 
stakeholders remain ideal candidates for future research.  However, in this case their omission 
was a necessary step to ensure that the scope remained achievable and manageable given 
the available resource base, though the sample-frame remained rather novel providing a thick 
richness of data.  
3.7.4 Setting the Number of Organisational Participants 
 
When considering the required number of participants from each organisation to be engaged 
within the field-study it was a prudent step to reflect on the underpinning interpretivist paradigm.  
This advocates rich qualitative data, non-generalisable outcomes and depth of enquiry meaning 
a lesser number of thorough interviews was preferable to a greater number of more superficial 
ones (Gill et al. 2008, Hacking 1981, Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill 2007).  Accordingly, 3 
experienced practitioners from each of the organisations outlined below were invited to 
participate is a series of semi-structured interviews that constituted the field-study.  This series 
included 1 pilot, and 15 interviews in the UK and the US respectively, totalling 31.  Related 
studies by Neal and Webb (2006), Chang (2015), Carr and Jensen (2015) conducted 28, 28 
and 21 interviews respectively so the total of 31 was considered appropriate.  
 
The selection of 3 participants per organisation was considered defensible as it was in keeping 
with the adopted interpretivist paradigm.  This study was not primarily concerned with empirical 
validity and generalisation, more readily associated with the positivist paradigm; rather it was 
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focused on the collation of individual perspectives and interpretations of Command and Control 
(Aiken 1956, Kolakowski 2004, Kuhn 1996).  So the 31 interviews were designed to induce data 
sets that encompass individual conceptualisations, and though generalisation was not a stated 
objective, the inclusion of 3 participants per organisation allowed for organisationally specific 
views to be triangulated adding an element of depth to the analytical process (Denscombe 
2010).   
 
Research methodology is often concerned with validity and the reliability so maverick 
perspectives, which are those that an individual may believe, are representative of their 
organisation but are actually personal views, are sometimes belittled and dismissed as a 
negative commodity (Bryman and Bell 2011, Mishler 1986).  However, the author posits that 
such views were actually of critical interest to this interpretivist study, which was focused on the 
individual perceptions of Command and Control.  Indeed, the stated inductive approach was 
established on the premise that the author was seeking to establish, rather than confirm or 
falsify theory so maverick perspectives and those that demonstrated shared organisational 
traits are equally valid and of interest.  This assures that the selection of 3 participants per 
organisation was logical and defensible (Henn, Weinstein and Foard 2006, Trochim 2006a). 
 
Fig 3.2 below outlines the organisational sample-frame used within this study.  It is split into 4 
tiers: which includes a pilot interview, which will be discussed later, and comparable local, sub-
national and national organisations drawn from across both UK and US emergency 
management. 
 
Fig 3-2: Organisational Sample-Frame 
Level Country Organisation NoP 
Pilot UK Professor (Emergency Management) 1 
National UK Civil Contingencies Secretariat 
Resilience & Emergencies Division 
3 
US Federal Emergency Management Agency 3 
Sub-National UK Local Authority 3 
US State Emergency Management Agency 3 
Local First 
Responders 
UK Ambulance Service 





U.S. EMS Service 





Totals: 2 N/A 31 
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3.7.5 National Participants 
 
The UK Central Government’s emergency management legislation, policy and guidance is 
implemented by the Civil Contingencies Secretariat (CCS) which is part of the Cabinet Office, 
and support to local organisations is facilitated through the Resilience and Emergencies 
Division (RED), which is part of the Department of Communities and Local Government (DCLG) 
(H.M. Government 2013g).  Similarly, in the US, the Federal Emergency Management Agency 
(FEMA) undertakes a comparable role, on behalf of the US Federal Government, by supporting 
State and sometimes Local or and/or Tribal Governments to implement federal emergency 
management legislation, policy and guidance, and also to secure funding by way of grants to 
improve emergency preparedness (Federal Emergency Management Agency 2014a).  These 
organisations are central to emergency management within their respective countries, and 
logically form the national component of the organisational sample-frame.  
3.7.6 Sub-National Participants 
 
The emergency management functions performed by UK Local Authorities and US State 
Emergency Management Agencies are markedly similar, though they are not identical.  These 
organisations are compared and contrasted within the literature review, which evidences the 
decision to align these comparable organisations to form the sub-national tier of the 
organisational sample-frame. 
3.7.7 Local First Responder Organisations 
 
The Local First Responder tier of the organisational sample-frame comprised of representatives 
drawn from Ambulance/Emergency Medical Services, Fire services and Police/Law 
Enforcement agencies within the 2 respective countries.  These organisations are at the heart 
of emergency management activities on a day-to-day basis, and they were selected because 
of the central roles they undertake before, during and post disaster.   
3.8 Access to the Field 
 
To build upon the sampling strategy it was necessary to recruit individual participants that were 
suitably experienced and qualified to ensure, as far as was practicable, the quality and reliability 
of the data collated (Bryman 2012).  Participants from the outlined organisations were 
purposively recruited for interview based of their role and their practitioner knowledge of 
Command and Control within their respective countries (Chang 2015, Jensen 2009, Teddie and 
Yu 2007).  However, as emergency management is sometimes a notoriously secretive and 
overly classified field an access strategy was developed and implemented prior to the field-
study to ensure suitable participants could be engaged (O'Brien 2006).   
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Saunders et al (2007) (p 169) states that “the researcher’s ability to collect both primary and 
secondary data depends on gaining access to an appropriate source or sources where there is 
a choice” as such the development of an effective access strategy was a necessary component 
within the research design.  This study adopted a 3-tiered access strategy, as although a 
singular project, access was required in 3 distinct phases and 2 countries.  Step 1 required 
secondary data to support the development of the initial Aim, Objectives and CRQ, and to 
inform the literature review.  Step 2 and 3, the UK and US field-studies respectively required 
the collection of primary linguistic and visual data: however, despite this similarity each needed 
an individual access strategy due to their distinct organisational, geographical and political 
environments. 
 
Physical access or entry to the field was the first step in securing the necessary information, 
and whilst the internet has undoubtedly made accessing much secondary and primary data 
physical access can still be problematic (Gummesson 2000, Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill 
2007).  The author as a former UK practitioner with over 10 year’s experience has a distinct 
advantage over the pure-researcher in that existing networks and contacts were used to 
augment the purposive recruitment process within the UK (Denscombe 2010).  However, within 
the US a proactive snowball process combined with the ethical use of gatekeepers to facilitate 
access to relevant organisations and individuals was required (Bryman and Bell 2011, 
Denscombe 2010, Walliman 2006).  The phased strategy to secure the necessary access is 
outlined below. 
3.8.1 Step 1 – Secondary Data Access 
 
Secondary data to support the development of the Aim, Objectives and CRQ and the creation 
of a credible literature review to establish the CRQ was gathered from publically available virtual 
and physical resources.  Virtual resources were accessed via the internet; credible and reliable 
sources including academic, organisational, governmental and non-governmental web sites 
were consulted.  The electronic library portals at Coventry University, Durham University, 
Northumbria University, the University of Delaware and the University of South Wales, and 
Google Scholar were used to access online academic resources.  Relevant text-books, and 
academic and practitioner journals, primarily accessed through the Scopus, Web of Knowledge 
and Web of Science data-bases, international and national legislation, guidance, policy, 
procedure and practice, including After Action Reports and Debrief documents were consulted 
to build a comprehensive picture of the state of the art of UK and US Command and Control.  
This was then used to inform the development of the literature review,  the CRQ and the SRQ 
framework.  
3.8.2 Step 2 – Primary Data Access – UK Field-Study 
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The construction of the UK participant list was based on a purposive sampling process that 
incorporated some convenience traits in that the author utilised existing UK networks and 
contacts to arrange the schedule of 15 face-to-face interviews (Bryman 2012).  Participants 
from local first responders were recruited from organisations based within the North East of 
England, as this was convenient as access was already in place through well-established 
professional relationships.  Each participant was known to the author and was selected based 
on their organisation, role within said organisation, and knowledge and experience of working 
within Command and Control.  These participants also had experience of working at Gold 
(Strategic), Silver (Tactical) and Bronze (Operational) levels of command to ensure, as far as 
practicable, a broad range of perspectives and experiences of Command and Control.  
 
National and sub-national level participants were recruited using the same base criteria, though 
as discussed in the literature review, these practitioners generally operate at the Gold 
(Strategic) and national levels of command only by virtue of their designated role within the UK 
Central Government’s Concept of Operations framework (H.M. Government 2013a). 
3.8.3 Step 3 – Primary Data Access – US Field Study 
 
A field-study can involve “participating in the everyday life of the field”, in the general sense it 
describes the activities that take place within the field over the medium and long term 
(Bechhofer and Paterson 2001) (p 91).  However, emergency management is in some senses 
an insular and heavily restricted field often accessible only to those that “need to know” 
(Comfort 2005, O'Brien 2006).  This presented a significant challenge in terms of author access 
within the US, which required formal permission to be granted through the management of the 
respective organisations (Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill 2007).  The need to negotiate and 
secure access to US practitioners was identified as a significant barrier to the overall success 
of the study very early on.  Accordingly, it was necessary to identify a number of US 
“gatekeepers” and develop professional relationships that would be able to grant access to 
secondary data that may not be readily available to UK-based researchers, and to assist with 
the process of identifying and securing suitably experienced and qualified participants (May 
2011).  Initial activities included the writing of formal email and letter requests for access to the 
US Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) Public Affairs Division in Washington 
D.C. and, email and telephone contact with various FEMA Regional Headquarters across the 
US (Federal Emergency Management Agency N.D.).  However, these requests were 
unsuccessful resulting in numerous polite refusals and the receipt of the occasional FEMA 
brochure and pen in the mail.  Echoing the words of Hannibal who said “aut viam inveniam aut 
faciam”, meaning “I will either find a way or make one”, when his generals told him it was 
impossible to cross the Alps by elephant the author sought an alternate route in (Latin 
Language Phrases 2009). 
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3.8.4 Local and State Level Access 
 
In November 2009 the author travelled to New England on holiday.  During this trip informal 
contact was made with the Maine Emergency Management Agency.  Subsequently, the author 
was invited to meet with Rob McAleer, the (now retired) Director of the Maine Emergency 
Management Agency (MEMA) in Augusta, Maine (Maine Emergency Management Agency 
2014).  The informal meeting included a tour of the MEMA Headquarters and Emergency 
Operations Center (EOC), introductions to key Division Directors, and a 1-to-1 with the State 
Director.  This meeting was essentially a 2-hour unstructured interview on emergency 
management covering local, state and federal activities, along with an in-depth discussion of 
the US Command and Control system and comparison of the UK approach (Corbin 2003, 
Fontana and Prokos 2007).  Though not formally part of the field-study, this interview provided 
valuable data to inform the development of the literature review, and also helped to enhance 
and contextualise the author’s understanding of the everyday life of US emergency 
management (Bechhofer and Paterson 2001).  Additionally, the State Director agreed to act as 
a “gatekeeper” and facilitate access to US Federal and local first responder organisations. 
3.8.5 Federal Access 
 
The relationship with the State Director and the Division Directors developed throughout 2010 
and 2011, as access is a continual task, which needs to be carefully managed (Feldman, Bell 
and Berger 2003).  MEMA staff provided regular insights and updates; answering questions 
related to US emergency management via email, though the author took care not to abuse this 
privilege with overly frequent contact.  This support was invaluable in shaping the study and it 
also enabled a snowballing effect that gradually secured access to both federal and local 
organisations via MEMA over a period of time (Bryman and Bell 2011, Denscombe 2010).   
 
The State Director established contact between the author and the FEMA Acting Regional 
Administrator Paul Ford and the (now retired) Federal Preparedness Coordinator Russ Webster 
based at the FEMA Region One Headquarters in Boston, Massachusetts.  This subsequent 
email dialogue led to an invite to visit the Region One Headquarters for research purposes, 
subject to background and security vetting which was duly passed.  
 
In January 2012 the author undertook a 2-week self-funded research placement intended to 
develop a working knowledge of US federal emergency management activities, and also to 
identify and secure federal participants for interview within the field-study.  The author was 
based under Russ Webster, the Federal Preparedness Coordinator, at the FEMA Region One 
Headquarters in Boston, Massachusetts.  Access to senior leadership was granted, which 
enabled the author to approach the Regional Administrator, Division and Branch Chiefs and 
other specialists as necessary in order to collate the pertinent information and gain an insight 
into the day-to-day activities of the different branches and divisions within the organisational 
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structure (Federal Emergency Management Agency 2014b).  Opportunities were provided to 
shadow key-senior staff such as the Grants, Response and Recovery Directors and the Hazard 
Mitigation and National Preparedness Branch Chiefs to allow an insight into their activities 
(Bartkowiak-Theron and Robyn-Sappy 2012, McDonald 2005).  Also, participant observation of 
internal Department of Homeland Security briefings, multi-agency and in-state meetings and 
training activities was encouraged, and access to the highly-sensitive Regional Response 
Coordination Center (RRCC) was provided to maximise learning opportunities, along with on-
going contact to the necessary federal participants (May 2011, Wadsworth 2011).  
3.9 The Interview Procedure 
 
Yoland (2011) (p 67) suggests, “an interview is simply a face-to-face meeting in which two 
people have a conversation”.  However, Denscombe (2010) (p 243) argues that “interviewing 
is no easy option; it is fraught with hidden dangers and can fail miserably unless there is good 
planning, proper preparation and a sensitivity to the complex nature of interaction during the 
interview itself”.  Seemingly, a research interview is more than a straightforward conversation, 
though a conversational approach can be adopted, any superficial similarity between an 
interview and a conversation must be ignored to prevent the illusion of simplicity (Denscombe 
2010).  At its most basic an interview is when the interviewer asks a specific question, the 
participant gives some form of answer and the pattern repeats itself until either the interviewer 
or participant says thank you and the interview ends, which doesn’t really sell interviewing as a 
viable method (Rapley 2002).  However, in-depth interviews encourage thick description 
induced by questions and other verbal and non-verbal methods to produce detailed answers 
(Rapley 2002).  Accordingly, the research design adopted an in-depth interview style that 
embraced a conversational tone within a semi-structured format.  This strategy allowed the 
author to probe and clarify answers, whilst affording participants the freedom to express their 
views and perspectives freely; taking whatever time they needed (Currivan 2008).   
3.9.1 The Interview Locations  
 
Voght (2012) (p 157) suggested that the researcher must “decide if the [interview] location is a 
variable or a constant” and “think about the contexts in which people will be willing to be 
interviewed”.  The interview locations were variable by necessity as it was not always possible 
to predict where and when an emergency may happen, and practitioners were obliged to 
respond at moment’s notice.  Accordingly, the author adopted a flexible approach that, subject 
to the Health and Safety risk assessment, allowed for interviews to be scheduled at times and 
places that were most convenient for participants.  This included early-mornings and night shifts 
as well as standard office hours to allow interviews to be scheduled during quieter operational 
periods when the probability of an incident occurring was less likely. 
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Herzhog (2005) (p 25) argues “interview location plays a role in constructing reality, serving 
simultaneously as both cultural product and producer.  Thus, the choice of interview location 
(who chooses and what place is chosen) is not just a technical matter of convenience and 
comfort”.  With this in mind, though variable the interview locations shared some commonality.  
Firstly, the locations were office-type environments that were relatively quiet and known to the 
participants to ensure, as far as was practicable, that they were relaxed and comfortable as 
establishing a rapport with a single participant can be challenging, especially if there is no prior 
relationship (Brewer and Williams 2005).   
 
The UK interviews took place within offices located at Ambulance service Headquarters, Fire 
service Headquarters, Local Government City and County Halls and Police Constabulary 
Headquarters located in the North East of England, and at the Cabinet Office Civil 
Contingencies Secretariat (CCS) in Central London.  The author scheduled the 15 interviews 
directly with the participants, and they took place between August 2012 and September 2013.   
 
The US field study was conducted in 2 locations within New England and they took place during 
a more compressed time frame due to resource and practical limitations that precluded 
numerous trans-Atlantic trips to conduct single or a few interviews at a time.  Rather, the federal 
and state “gatekeepers” arranged and hosted the respective interviews during July 2013.  As 
such, the 3 federal interviews took place at the FEMA Region One Headquarters in Boston, 
Massachusetts, and the 3 state and 9 local first responder interviews took place at the Maine 
Emergency Management Agency (MEMA) Headquarters in Augusta, Maine.  The 2 field studies 
were scheduled in different ways though, as research design often requires practical 
compromises to account for resource constraints this approach was defensible as it met the 
needs of the Aim and Objectives (Bryman and Bell 2011, Denscombe 2010, Easterby-Smith, 
Thorpe and Jackson 2008, Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill 2007). 
3.9.2 Building a Rapport 
 
Establishing a rapport was necessary to encourage the respondent to want or at least be 
prepared to participate in and persist with the interview, and this can be challenging especially 
if the researcher is unknown (Brewer and Williams 2005, Bryman 2012).  A rapport was 
relatively easy to establish with the UK and the US federal and state participants, as the author 
was known.  However, this was not the case with the US local first responders so steps were 
taken to quickly establish a rapport to allow honest and open dialogue to take place.   
 
Gordon and Robson (1982) (p461) cited in Chrzanaowska (2002) (p 76) warn that “even skilled 
interviewers convey more than they perhaps wish, by body language, that is, non-verbal cues.  
The problem this can create – respondent resentment, distrust, posturing – are greater than 
those created by interviewers’ misuse of verbal communications”.  As such, steps were taken 
to control the balance of power within the interview and ensure a positive rapport was 
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established.  The author presented himself as being there to learn, whilst also demonstrating 
by suggestion that he was also an experienced practitioner.  This approach was useful in 
dealing with senior practitioners who have specialist knowledge and could be offended or 
impatient to be confronted by someone seen to be of limited experience and knowledge 
(Chrzanaowska 2002).  Accordingly, a brief synopsis of the author’s credentials was included 
in the Participant Briefing Note (see Appendix 4) and was forwarded to all participants 2 weeks 
before each interview.  This subtle strategy assisted in developing a rapport and minimise the 
need for and potentially negative effect of researcher self-promotion by establishing common 
ground before rather than during the interview.  Positioning the author as an experienced 
veteran and fellow practitioner, one of “us”, rather than an external academic ensured that the 
participants were comfortable discussing and expressing their personal views on Command 
and Control in their own formal and informal specialist language, which was at the heart of this 
study (Chrzanaowska 2002).   
 
This approach balanced the power within the interviews, placing the author on an equal footing, 
and allowing the interview to be effectively managed within the semi-structured format as too 
great a rapport may have caused interviews to go on too long, and too little could have resulted 
in limited data being collated (Bryman 2012).  Care was also taken to ensure any leading of the 
participant was for clarification of questions to minimise the likelihood of false answers (Brewer 
and Williams 2005, DiCicco-Bloom and Crabtree 2006).  Also, ensuring that the author was 
appropriately dressed to maximise the likelihood of a positive reception augmented this rapport 
development strategy. 
3.9.3 Researcher Dress 
 
The author adopted a smart-casual dress code by wearing trousers and a polo shirt with the 
logo of a relevant professional organisation, either Coventry University or the International 
Association of Emergency Managers, as this is the generally accepted non-operational dress 
within the field.  A suit and tie was considered inappropriate, as it is too formal.  Such dress is 
also often associated with senior leadership in emergency management organisations, and is 
perhaps not conducive to engendering open and honest conversation with operational 
personnel (Robinson 2014, Webster 2011).  Similarly, denim jeans and a tee shirt were deemed 
too informal and somewhat unprofessional; as first impressions count so the combination of a 
polo shirt and trousers offered a happy medium between the formal and informal that was 
appropriate to the environments in which the interviews took place (Bateman and Mawby 2004). 
 
Fig 3.3 below outlines the sequence of activity within the interview process  
 
Fig 3-3: Interview Process Time-Line 
No Activity Purpose 
145 | P a g e  
 
1. Send Welcome Letter & Briefing Note  
(2 weeks prior) 
Participant awareness 
2. General Welcome & Introduction –  Positioning the researcher as an 
“experienced practitioner” 
3. Commence dual recording Data capture 
4. Verbal review & agreement of: 
 Interview Data Capture Policy 
 Data Protection Assurance 
 Right of Withdrawal 
Ethical compliance 
5. Signing of 3 consent documents covering the 
above policies 
Ethical compliance 
6. Question based discussion with hand-written 
note-taking (60-70 minutes) 
Data Capture 
7. Empirical Ranking of Morgan’s Metaphor (5 – 10 
minutes) 
Data Capture 
8. Review, “anything to add” & close 
(10 mins) 
Data Capture 
9. DVR data capture check Data Capture 
 
The semi-structured nature of the research design necessitated a flexible approach to interview 
length so 60 to 90 minutes were allotted.  However, the author was keen to afford participants 
the verbal space and freedom to express their views in as few or as many words as they 
deemed necessary, so flexibility was built into the interview schedule and communicated to the 
participants (Gubrium and Lolstein 2001, Mishler 1986).  This approach afforded the 
participants a level of control over the interview, though there was an associated risk that 
proceedings could go on longer than anticipated (Bryman 2012).  However, as this was an 
inductive study and the collation of rich thick qualitative data was a key research objective this 
risk was considered acceptable.  Any negative impacts were mitigated through appropriate 
management of the rapport.  Careful probing of the participant by asking another focused 
question or using a form of responsive encouragement was often more productive, and ensured 
that the author was generally able to direct proceedings without compromising the richness of 
the data or causing offence to the participant (Chrzanaowska 2002, Seale and Gobo 2002).   
3.9.4 The Pilot Interview 
 
Voght, Gardner and Haeffelle (2012) advocate that ample time and consideration should be 
given to developing the question schedule to ensure that it is appropriate to the study, and to 
the environment in which it will be used.  Bechhofer and Patterson (2001) (p 56) caution that 
“no one ever became a competent interviewer, let alone a really good one by reading books 
alone”, highlighting why piloting is so essential.  Accordingly, this study incorporated a pilot 
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interview to validate the administration, question schedule design and process to maximise the 
likelihood of success (van Teijlingen and Hundley 2001). 
 
An eminent Professor from an external university with considerable proficiency in emergency 
management research and a substantial track record of publication was engaged for the pilot.  
Please note: the Professor’s name and university have been omitted to ensure anonymity. The 
pilot interview was conducted in accordance with the stated research design; data was 
captured, though not included for analysis, and to test the equipment.  Feedback was sought 
on all aspects of the process to identify flaws, limitations, or other weakness within the research 
design, and all necessary revisions were made prior to commencement of the field-study 
(Turner III 2010).  Fig 3.4 below outlines the areas validated and amendments that were made 
following the pilot interview.  
 
Fig 3-4: Pilot Interview Activity Validation 
No Activity Validated or Revision  
1. Welcome Letter & Briefing Note  Validated 
2. General Welcome & Introduction –  Validated 
3. Dual recording process Validated 
4. Verbal review & agreement of policies Validated 
5. Informed Consent documents (three) Simplified & reduced to 1 
document 
6. Question based discussion  Minor re-ordering of questions 
1-9 
7. Empirical Ranking of Morgan’s Metaphor  Validated 
8. Review, “anything to add” & close Validated 
9. DVR data capture check  Validated 
3.10 Analysis Methods  
 
The qualitative researcher is seeking to understand the world of the participants through 
analysis and interpretation of the collated data (Ereaut 2002).  A comprehensive and defensible 
research design requires not only strategies for collecting the required data, but also ones for 
analysing data as this ensures the credibility of the research outcomes.  Analysis provides a 
means to break data into parts in order to inspect and understand it (Empire State College 
2014).  Trochim (2006b) argues, “by the time you get to the analysis of your data, most of the 
really difficult work has been done.  It’s much more difficult to: define the research problem, 
develop and implement a sampling plan; conceptualise, operationalise and test your measures; 
and develop a design structure.  If you have done this work well, the analysis of the data is 
usually a straight forward affair”.  This perspective does not advocate that analysis is either a 
simple nor easy task.  Indeed, it is a vital element of the research design process and similarly 
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to the data capture methods; the selected analysis methods should be congruent with the 
underpinning research philosophy, Aim, Objectives and CRQ (Halcomb and Davidson 2006).   
3.10.1 Weighted Summation 
 
The collated empirical data was analysed in order to achieve Objective 2, which endeavoured 
to “assess the relevance of Gareth Morgan’s organisational metaphors within U.K. and U.S. 
emergency management”. This process utilised a weighted summation method, which is 
outlined below (Zardari et al. 2015): 
3.10.1.1 Empirical Analysis Step-by-Step Process 
 
1. Individual rankings were coded into country and organisational denominations to 
ensure participant anonymity  
 
Fig 3-5: Organisational Coding Strategy 
Country Organisation Code 
UK Ambulance Service A 
Central Government CG 
Fire & Rescue Service F 
Police Service P 
Local Government LG 
US Emergency Medical Services E 
Federal Government FE 
Fire & Rescue Service FR 
Law Enforcement LE 
State Government  S 
 
2. Individual rankings assigned codes in a Microsoft Excel spread sheet 
 
3. A weighting mechanism assigned to each rank (see Fig 3.6 below) 
 
Fig 3-6: Weighting Mechanism 











None of the Above 0 
3.10.1.2 Analysis Logic Sequence 
 
A logic-sequence containing 3 elements was constructed to enable the analysis of the rankings 
data set, this included: 
 
1. A codified and conditional formatted table illustrating the UK data 
2. A codified and conditional formatted table illustrating the US data 
3. A weighted summation calculations table for the combined, UK and US data sets 
 
The purpose of this 3-pronged approach was to enable the over-arching trends to be identified 
in the first instance.  This offered a general indication of the perceived relevance of Morgan’s 
metaphors to emergency management to the overall sample, the individual UK and US data 
sets respectively.  The outcome of this process was a primary investigation of the collated 
empirical data to identify the perceived relevance of Morgan’s metaphor at the stated 3 levels, 
namely combined, UK and US.  The findings drawn from this research component achieved 
Objective 2 by illustrating similarities and differences in the ways in which participants viewed 
Command and Control through the lenses provided by Morgan’s organisational metaphor 
theory. 
3.10.2 Content Analysis 
 
The purpose of the interviews were to collate thick qualitative data for metaphorical analysis.  
However, first it was necessary to contextualise the data.  As such, content analysis was 
selected to make sense of the data and provide much needed thematic context prior to the 
more focused metaphorical analysis.  Content analysis involved comparing and contrasting 
sections of the interview transcripts that are linked to the same idea or concept, and are thus 
given a code (Gibbs 2007).  In this case, the inclusion of this method was a vital layer of 
analysis, and a critical supporting tool that provided the context to achieving Objective 3.  A 
synopsis of the adopted process is outlined in Fig 3.7 below: 
 
Fig 3-7: Content Analysis Process 
1. Read and annotate the interview transcript  
2. Review the notes and list the themes found 
3. Read the list and categorise the themes with a description 
4. Identify links between themes and categorise them as major or minor  
5. Compare and contrast major and minor themes 
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6. When all transcripts are reviewed collect all themes and ensure they fit and are 
relevant 
7. Review major and minor themes to see if any themes need to be merged or sub-
categorised  
8. Return to transcripts to ensure nothing has been missed 
Source: (Burnard et al. 2008, Neuendorf 2002, University of Surrey N.D.) 
3.10.3 Metaphorical Analysis 
 
Metaphor is arguably a well-recognised academic concept by which humans make sense of 
the social world around them, and also as a tool to convey deeper meaning beyond the literal 
to others (Lakoff and Johnson 2003, Ortony 1998).  For example, phrases such as “traffic was 
murder” or “I really got on top on my workload” abound within many social and organisational 
contexts.  The intended meanings behind these phrases are seemingly readily understood: 
however, examination of the literal and contextual meanings of these terms, murder and top 
uncovers significant differences.  The literal meaning of murder is the unlawful premeditated 
killing of one human being by another, whereas top refers to the highest or uppermost point, 
part or surface of something.  When examined closely, neither of these literal definitions directly 
relates to the contextual meaning being communicated by the speaker or indeed the cognitive 
understanding acquired by the listener or listeners upon hearing such phrases.  Comprehension 
of deeper meaning beyond the face value of the linguistic terms in isolation is achieved through 
the transferral of metaphorically based understanding and cognition of mutually understood 
ideas, which illustrates the communicative power of metaphor in the linguistic sense. 
3.10.3.1 Linguistic Metaphor 
 
The etymological origins of the English word metaphor can be traced back to the 16th century 
old French word metaphore, which comes from the Latin metaphora and translates as carrying 
over; this is drawn from the much older Greek word metaphora, which means to transfer 
(Arduini 2007).  In the modern sense the term metaphor is “a word or phrase applied to an 
object or concept that it does not literally denote in order to suggest comparison with another 
object or concept” (Ortony 1979) (p 1).  However, he is somewhat critical of the seemingly 
narrow applicability of the definition, arguing, “it is not adequate for psychologists and 
theoretical linguists” (Ortony 1979) (p 1).  Soukanhov (1992), cited in Malinski (2009) (p 310), 
offers a more simple perspective stating “a metaphor is a form of speech where 1 word or 
phrase is used to represent something else, thus figuratively as a comparison or symbol for the 
other”.  This perspective arguably provides a logical conceptual base to explain the 
metaphorical phrases cited earlier.  Malinski (2009) (p 310) also argues that “metaphor has 
transformative potential: change your metaphor of the world, change your worldview”.  This 
suggests that metaphor has a broader multi-disciplinary application beyond the remit of its 
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traditional domains, as “metaphor can serve as symbolic short-hand for understanding and 
communicating as one tells the narrative story of life” (Malinski 2009) (p 310).   
 
Tomlinson (1986) analysed over 2,000 interviews in which authors talked about their writing 
processes, she found that they used several metaphorical images to convey their ideas.  She 
argued that during these interviews the vocabularies of cooking, mining, gardening and hunting, 
which were used to express personal views on writing processes, were not simply different 
ways of framing the same thing, they were indications of different cognitive structuring and 
interpretation of the writing process.  This suggests, “metaphor in language expresses 
connections in the level of thought” (Deignan 2005) (p 2).  Henceforth, it is this belief, which 
Deignan (2005) (p 2) suggests is “arguably a [fairly] recent perspective”, that metaphor can 
express different ways of thinking and of mentally structuring concepts, and ideas that informs 
the research design and validates the selection of metaphor analysis.  
3.10.3.2 Visual Metaphor 
 
Lakoff and Johnson (1999), cited in Ortiz (2011) (p 1568), argue that “the overall theory of 
Primary Metaphor (linguistic) is a combination of 4 parts: Christopher Johnson’s Conflation 
Theory, Grady’s Primary Metaphor Theory, Narayanan’s Neural Theory of Metaphor and 
Turner & Fauconnier’s Conceptual Blending Theory”.  Ortiz (2011) (P 1568) argues, “even 
though the existence of non-verbal metaphor is admitted, research on the matter is only in the 
initial stages and the field remains largely unexplored”.  She cites Grady’s (1997) perspective 
that “if metaphors are part of our cognitive unconscious, inherent to human beings and a direct 
consequence of the nature of the brain, they must also be present in the visual corpus”.  This 
suggests that the concept of a metaphor is not simply a linguistic concern but also a visual one, 
with significant potential for communicative expression and knowledge sharing.  Consequently, 
as visual metaphor has only been tentatively explored in terms of its broader research 
application its inclusion within the research design represents a valid contribution to knowledge 
in itself through the use of novel methods (Banks 2001, Banks and Zeitlyn 2015). 
 
The concept of metaphor in both a linguistic and visual context has been researched within 
some academic disciplines.  For example, linguistics (Barbosa-de-Oliveira and Dias-da-Silva 
2010), semantics and pragmatics (Harries 1978, Lawely 2012), communications and media 
(Navarro et al. 2011) and within the business and management disciplines, primarily 
organisations research (Billups 2011, Lawely 2012), but is virtually untouched in disaster 
research. This study however is also located within the organisations and management 
domains, which have an historic association with metaphor-based theory and research, 
particularly the work of Morgan’s “Images of Organizations (2007)”.  This work is widely 
accepted within academia and industry as it has opened up new and innovative ways of 
conceptualising organisations; such is its importance that Morgan contends that all we know 
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about organisations is grounded in his 8 metaphors (Grant and Oswick 1996, Lang 2008, 
Morgan 2007).  This validates the use of metaphorical analysis within this study. 
3.10.4 Linguistic Metaphor Analysis 
 
Moser (2000) (p 1) argues that “metaphors are culturally and socially defined, yet they also 
represent a basic cognitive strategy of analogical problem solving that is context-sensitive, yet 
at the same time they are abstract models of reality”.  The data capture strategy gathered a 
corpus of 30 of these abstract models of reality, which required the application of a systematic 
and comprehensive analysis process to generate the necessary research outcomes.  However, 
before the analysis process commenced it was necessary to prepare the collated data for 
analysis.  The visual data was relatively simple to prepare; each template was coded using the 
organisational codes listed in Fig 3.4 and assigned a number, either 1, 2 or 3, reflecting the 
number of the individual participant within each specific organisational sample-frame designed 
ensure anonymity (Jupp 2006).  The linguistic data however, required a more thorough and 
time-consuming process of transcription, as a “1-hour recording can take 8 or 9 hours to 
transcribe fully” (May 2011) (p 152). 
3.10.4.1 Transcription of the Linguistic Data 
 
The use of DVR technology has improved the reliability of voice recording as it allows the 
researcher to concentrate on the discussion, take note of and react to the non-verbal gestures, 
rather than writing down what is said.  Also, once the interview has started many people forget 
the DVR is on, including the interviewer (who can be interrupted when the tape shuts off noisily 
in the middle of the interview), which can help build a rapport and promote free and open 
dialogue (May 2011).  Transcription though a laborious and time-consuming activity is 
“essential to be able to refer accurately to the contents of the interview in order to draw on the 
data for analysis and for it to be the evidence on which a conclusion is based or an observation 
made and shared with others” (Wadsworth 2011) (p 72).  Transcription is a process of 
reproducing spoken words into written text, and in this particular study it required the verbatim 
transcription of the recordings (Halcomb and Davidson 2006).   
 
Verbatim transcription can be described as the word-for-word reproduction of verbal data, 
where the written words are an exact replica of the audio-recorded words (Poland 1995).  
Halcomb (2006) however, argues that despite relatively limited literature there is considerable 
debate as to the cases for and against verbatim transcription.  The combination of verbatim 
transcription coupled with the author’s notation of the participant’s non-verbal behaviour was 
considered as being central to the reliability, validity, and veracity of qualitative data collection 
(Halcomb and Davidson 2006, MacLean, Meyer and Estable 2004, Seale and Silverman 1997).  
Considerable debate remains as to whether an exact record of an interview is the best approach 
(Britten 1995, Halcomb and Davidson 2006).  Halcomb (2006) (p 40) though, states that 
152 | P a g e  
 
“logically, it may be beneficial for researchers to transcribe their own interview data, given they 
have first-hand knowledge from their involvement in the interview process, expertise in the 
interview subject, and the advantage of having participated in both verbal and non-verbal 
exchanges with the participants”.  The use of written notes taken either during an interview or 
immediately afterwards is considered superior to the exclusive use of recordings that are 
subsequently transcribed, resulting in more accurate data (Fasick 1977, Halcomb and 
Davidson 2006, Wengraf 2001).   
 
In considering the aforementioned factors, the research design adopted verbatim transcription, 
despite it known limitations, supported by note taking during the interviews.  Although, verbatim 
transcription is time-consuming and laborious and authors such as MacLean et al (2004) and 
Wellard et al (2001) are critical of the approach citing a range of possible human-errors 
including misinterpretation of content, class, cultural differences and language errors, alongside 
the likelihood of producing too much data within the transcripts.  The author acknowledges 
these views, but consideration of the Aim, Objectives and CRQ indicated that this inductive 
study sought interpretations of Command and Control through the collation of the participant’s 
views in their own language.  Thus, the likelihood of too much data was negligible as the 
linguistic metaphors were embedded within the recorded dialogue, which necessitated verbatim 
transcription.  Also, the adopted conversational style, whilst initially designed to establish the 
author/participant rapport, enabled appropriate management of the interview had the added 
benefit of inducing additional linguistic data in the form of the interviewer’s contribution to the 
discussion (Brewer and Williams 2005, Bryman 2012).   
 
As the author is an experienced practitioner it was logical to expect that relevant linguistic 
metaphor usage by the interviewer within the transcript.  As such, the author’s discussion was 
also included in the transcription and analysis processes.  This is a defensible as it links directly 
to the interpretivist paradigm, which considers the author as part of the study reflecting the view 
that the social world is seen to be produced and reproduced on a daily basis by people going 
about their lives (Livesey 2012, Willis 2007). 
3.10.4.2 The Linguistic Metaphor Analysis Process 
 
The interview transcripts were subjected to an analysis process based on Steen’s (2010) 3-
step Metaphor Identification Process (MIP).  The 30 transcripts underwent 3 independent 
manual sweeps; the first was a simple review of the transcript for familiarisation.  The second 
was conducted at least a day apart from the familiarisation sweep, and used Morgan’s (2007) 
organisational metaphors and Lakoff et al (1991) Master Metaphor List as the coding reference 
point for the identification of the linguistic metaphors within each transcript.  The third sweep 
was a repeat of the coding process at a later time using the base transcript (i.e. pre-analysis).  
The results of the second and third sweeps were compared to identify any differences and then 
combined to produce the research outcomes for that particular transcript.  The coded data was 
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then sorted as per 3-tiered analysis logic sequence to identify the linguistic metaphors used by 
the sample-frame participants to express their views and interpretations of a Command and 
Control.  This included the identification of similar and dissimilar patterns of linguistic metaphor 
usage, which met the requirements of Objectives 3 and 4, and informed the achievement of 
Objective 5 and 6. 
3.10.5 Visual Metaphor Analysis 
 
The use of visual metaphor analysis within this study was inspired by the work of the German 
researcher Christina Schachtner.  The approach was selected to deepen understanding of 
Command and Control by engaging the visual domain through rich imagery.  Visual metaphor 
analysis has seen extensive use in fields such as social anthropology, and media and 
communications amongst others, but is arguably a relatively contemporary and novel addition 
to the social science researcher’s toolbox (Banks 2001, Banks and Zeitlyn 2015, Haught 2013, 
Wilken 2013).  Visual metaphors differ from their linguistic brethren in that they use an image 
rather than words to make a comparison reflecting the old adage that “a picture is worth a 
thousand words” (Barnard 2014, National Arts Centre N.D.).  The use of visual metaphor is also 
widely used in the arts and advertising, where their communicative power is well known and 
analysis is generally interpretative in nature, which reflects the chosen research paradigm (van 
Mulken, le Pair and Forceville 2010).  The research design adopted a comparative interpretative 
approach to the visual metaphor analysis, which is outlined below. 
3.10.5.1 The Comparative Interpretative Visual Metaphor Process  
 
Comparative analysis at its most basic is about looking at 2 or more things in order to discover 
something about them (Jones 1985).  As with the linguistic metaphor data, the 3-tiered analysis-
logic sequence provided the base analytical framework for the visual data.  Similarly, Morgan’s 
(2007) organisational metaphors and Lakoff et al (1991) Master Metaphor List formed the 
coding reference point, and was augmented by the 2 Command and Control organigrams, 
which visually illustrated existing Command and Control policy.  The analysis process was 
interpretative in nature as it intended “to offer possible meanings” for the patterns’ and themes 
that emerged from this particular data set (Jewell 2013).  The 5-step approach, which was 
designed to achieve Objective 4 and inform the achievement of Objective 5 and 6, is outlined 
below: 
 
 Step 1: the visual metaphor data-set was viewed for general familiarisation purposes  
 Step 2: the visual metaphors were interpreted by comparing the representations to 
existing Command and Control doctrinal organigrams to identify patterns of similarities 
or differences within the data-set 
 Step 3: the visual data set was organised as per the analysis-logic sequence, and then 
systematically interpreted.  The author identified visual representations of Morgan’s 
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(2007) organisational metaphors and the linguistic metaphors contained within Lakoff 
et al’s Master Metaphor List (Lakoff, Espenson and Schwartz 1991). 
 Step 4: the identified patterns and themes were collated and organised as per the 
analysis-logic sequence to produce the visual research findings 
 Step 5: the visual findings were analysed and a tentative theory will be posited  
3.10.6 Comparative Analysis Framework  
 
In order to meet the needs of Objective 5 it was necessary to undertake a comparative analysis 
of the complete data set using the 3-tiered analysis logic sequence as the base framework 
(Jones 1985).  The analysis began at the national level, and then worked through both the sub-
national and local first responder outcomes.  The data was then analysed to identify similarities, 
differences, patterns and themes that emerged from the research.  The outcomes then informed 
the development of a tentative theory pertaining to linguistic and visual metaphor usage in UK 
and US emergency management (Maxwell 2005).  These outcomes and subsequent tentative 
theory comprehensively achieved Objective 5 and 6, and constitute the principal contribution to 
knowledge forwarded by this study. 
3.10.7 Integrating the Research Outcomes 
 
Mixed and multi-methods research differ in that both quantitative and qualitative methods must 
be combined within a mixed strategy rather than multiples of either one or the other drawn from 
a singular paradigm (Bryman and Bell 2015, Cresswell and Plano Clark 2011).  Teddie and 
Tashakkori (2009) (p 7) define mixed methods as “a type of research design in which qualitative 
and quantitative approaches are used in types of questions, research methods, data collection 
and analysis procedures, and/or inferences”.  The chosen research design clearly adheres to 
this definition; however, the literature suggests variation in how other researchers apply the 
approach (Bryman and Bell 2015, Cresswell and Plano Clark 2011, Tashakkori and Cresswell 
2007).  “Mixing” can include different types of research question, sampling strategies, and data 
collection methods, types of data, data analysis or conclusions meaning there is considerable 
scope for innovative research design (Tashakkori and Cresswell 2007).  In an effort to provide 
clarity, Tashakkori and Cresswell (2007) (p 4) present a more inclusive definition of mixed 
methods as “research in which the investigator collects and analyzes data, integrates the 
findings, and draws inferences using both qualitative and quantitative approaches or methods 
in a single study or program of study”.  This notion of integration is perhaps key given the range 
of empirical, linguistic and visual data resulting from this study.  However, it is worth noting that 
complete integration across all findings is not always possible and indeed may not be desirable 
as the fundamental purpose of mixed methods is to create research synergies (Cameron 2011, 
Cresswell and Plano Clark 2011, Cronholm and Hjalmarsson 2011, Hesse-Biber 2010, 
Tashakkori and Cresswell 2007). 
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A quantitative weighted summation method (Zardari et al. 2015) was used to assess the 
relevance of Morgan’s (2007) metaphors to complement the predominantly qualitative research 
design.  The resultant findings provided an assessment of the theoretical relevance of a well-
known and accepted framework, and a preliminary indication of perceptual trends.  Whilst, also 
providing the basis for the use of Morgan’s approach (conceptual metaphor) as a meta-
framework for the development of new theoretical constructs.  The content analysis (Neuendorf 
2002) afforded a rich insight into the current issues within emergency management in the words 
of practitioners.  The linguistic metaphor analysis used the combination of Morgan’s (2007) and 
Lakoff, Espenson and Schwartz’s (1991) metaphor theories and Steen’s (2007) Metaphor 
Identification Process (MIP).  Whereas, the visual analysis was informed by Schachtner’s 
(2002) research and also used the 2 aforementioned metaphor theories for analysis.  This use 
of a broad range of theories, frameworks, methods, processes and domains (linguistic and 
visual) aligned this study with the general literature on mixed methods, and therefore enabled 
a categorisation as such (Bryman and Bell 2015, Cameron 2011, Cresswell and Plano Clark 
2011, Cronholm and Hjalmarsson 2011, Hesse-Biber 2010, Tashakkori and Cresswell 2007).  
Furthermore, this study adopted a concurrent, rather than sequential mixed methods approach, 
whereby the quantitative and qualitative methods were applied at the same time rather than 
sequentially, which “allows both sets of results to be interpreted together to provide a richer and 
more comprehensive response to the research question in comparison to the use of a mono 
method design” (Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill 2012) (p 171).  This enabled the findings to be 
integrated and synthesised, following analysis, to create new theory which was collated 
together within the Command and Control Interoperability Tool Box (CCIT-Box) to form the 
primary contribution to knowledge made by this study. 
 
The CCIT-BOX is a collection of tools and theories designed to link theory more closely to 
practice by using metaphor as a communicative framework to enhance the interoperability of 
emergency management organisations.  The weighted summation method (Zardari et al. 2015) 
assessed the relevance of Morgan’s (2007) metaphors, and also demonstrated that conceptual 
metaphor was a viable mechanism for conveying deeper meaning within and across emergency 
management organisations.  As such, Morgan’s approach was used as a meta-framework 
informing the initial design and development of 5 conceptual metaphors; indeed, his theory 
underpinned all data sets such was its importance to this study.  The posited theoretical 
constructs synthesised all aspects of the study in a veritable “melting pot” to generate new 
conceptual metaphors.  The literature review findings, the empirical, linguistic and visual data 
sets were blended with the content analysis themes to create the theoretical core of the 5 
conceptual metaphors.  This process was summarily inferential, although in some cases 
explicitly induced metaphors (i.e. Golden Thread) were used to create theory (Cresswell and 
Plano Clark 2011, Teddie and Tashakkori 2009).  Indeed, as metaphors are non-literal entities 
the process underpinning their creation could not be too literal (Morgan 2007, Renz 2009).  It 
needed to take account of the context of what was effective in conveying meaning to ensure 
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the appropriateness of the research outcomes to the field.  Whilst, the use of Morgan (2007), 
Lakoff, Espenson and Schwartz (1991), Steen (2007) and Schachtner (2002) established the 
framework or the “pot” if you will.  The empirical, content analysis, linguistic and visual metaphor 
analysis data sets provided the “ingredients” for the “melting pot”.  This metaphor explains the 
mixed methods integration of findings used to develop the conceptual metaphors.  The Theory 
of Interoperability Metaphors on the other hand was produced more simply by integrating 
analytical methods, rather than outcomes.  Though much simpler, this resulted in a deep and 
theoretically rich data set with significant potential for future research which is discussed later. 
3.10.8 Threats to Reliability, Validity and Generalisability 
3.10.8.1 Reliability 
 
Reliability is important to ensure that if another researcher was to replicate the study consistent 
findings would be produced (Bryman and Bell 2015).  Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill (2012) (p 
192) argue that there are 4 threats to reliability; participant error, participant bias, researcher 
error and researcher bias, which must be addressed within the research design.  To mitigate 
participant error interviews were scheduled within office hours wherever possible.  However, 
due to the participant’s roles this was not always possible.  Some interviews took place at 
emergency services premises out of hours and during working shifts.  Access to refreshments 
and flexible time allocation ensured that both the author and the participant were as relaxed as 
possible, and participants could drop in an out of interviews to deal with operational matters, or 
reschedule instead of feeling pressured to rush the interview.   
 
Participant bias, whereby a false answer may be induced, was an important consideration 
though, given the adopted interpretivist paradigm the focus was on gathering their views 
(Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill 2012).  Most interviews were conducted in a quiet office in a 
secure location, which reduced the likelihood of participant bias.  Although, one was done at 
the supervisor’s desk within the Ambulance service Control Room, which was a suitable 
distance away from colleagues.  Another, at Police Headquarters during a night-shift, and the 
participant was occasionally required to deal with operational matters.  However, flexible 
administration and timing ensured appropriate conduct. 
 
Researcher error and bias are also significant factors that must be incorporated into the 
research design (Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill 2012).  Researcher error pertains to anything 
which may alter the researcher’s interpretation.  Whereas, researcher bias refers to the 
researcher allowing his/her own subjective view to influence the study (Bryman and Bell 2015, 
Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill 2012).  Researcher error was mitigated by a combination of the 
author’s practitioner experience, knowledge gained from the US research placement and 
research prior to the field study.  Thus, the author was well prepared and versed in the language 
and culture of emergency management, minimising the likelihood of error. 
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Reflecting the adopted interpretivist paradigm, the notion of a truly unbiased researcher was 
rejected (Williams 2000).  This study focused on collating personal views of Command and 
Control.  Accordingly, the research design accepted that as a former practitioner experienced 
in Command and Control the author had relevant views and biases.  As such, the question 
schedule design and conversational interview style afforded participants the requisite freedom 
to express their views, discuss, challenge and debate varying perspectives, as indeed this was 
the essence of the study. 
3.10.8.2 Validity 
 
Bryman and Bell (2015) (p 170) argue, “validity refers to the issue of whether or not an indicator 
(or set of indicators) that is devised to gauge a concept really measures that concept”.  
Consequently, the research design incorporated steps to ensure validity.  Morgan (2007) and 
Lakoff, Espenson and Schwartz (1991) are widely known and accepted theories, thus are valid 
for testing metaphor in the chosen setting (Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill 2012).  The work of 
Schachtner (2002) is much lesser known, and was considered an experimental, but none the 
less valid, method within this study.  The combination of these theoretical lenses supported by 
content analysis ensured an appropriate degree of validity. 
3.10.8.3 Generalisability 
 
The issue of generalisability is perhaps more of a positivist concern (Easterby-Smith, Thorpe 
and Jackson 2008).  In the case of this interpretivist study the findings are a snapshot of the 
views, opinions and perspectives of the sample-frame within the geographic remit and time-
frame of the study.  Thus, the results are not generalisable to emergency management as a 
whole.  However, steps were taken to increase the relative generalisability.  The organisational 
sample-frame was as broad as was practicable, and all levels of the UK and US Command and 
Control frameworks were engaged.  Also, 3 participants from each organisation were 
interviewed to allow for an element of triangulation (Bryman and Bell 2011).  Although, the 
findings are not broadly generalisable the resultant theoretical and methodological contributions 
have a wider application (see chapter 6). 
3.11 Ethical Considerations 
 
Denscombe (2010) (p 306) states that “social researchers are expected to approach their task 
in an ethical manner; on moral grounds, this expectation stems from the belief that the public 
should be protected from researchers who might be tempted to use any means available to 
advance the state of knowledge on a given topic”.  May (2011) (p 47) also highlights the 
importance of ethical social research stating, “ethics are fundamental in maintaining the integrity 
and legitimacy of research in society and in protecting practitioners and participants in its 
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practice”.  Diener and Crandall (1978) cited in Bryman (2011) (p 128) have usefully broken 
ethical research down into 4 areas: 
 
1. Whether there is harm to the participants 
2. Whether there is lack of informed consent 
3. Whether there is an invasion of privacy 
4. Whether there is deception involved 
 
Accordingly, an Ethical Statement was submitted to the former Glamorgan University Faculty 
Research Programme Committee and approval was granted in summer 2009.  The basis for 
the Ethical Statement was an overt assurance that research activity within this study would not 
contravene any of Diener and Crandall’s (1978) 4 areas of ethical research outlined above.  
The ethics strategy was communicated to the participants in the Welcome Letter and Briefing 
Note (see Appendix 4), which were disseminated to participants 2 weeks before each interview 
to allow time for assimilation and the clarification of any questions.  The strategy included 4 
elements and is detailed below: 
 
1. Informed Consent: participants were advised of the research focus, design and intent 
within the Welcome Letter.  At the commencement of each interview the DVR was 
started, the author explained the Informed Consent Form (see Appendix 5) allowing for 
any questions to be asked, and then the participant was asked to sign the document.  
This approach secured both written and verbal consent adhering to the ethical 
parameters of social research (Bryman 2012, Denscombe 2010). 
 
2. Right to Withdraw: participants were advised of their Right to Withdraw from the study 
at any point, and assured that no questions would be asked.  This was clearly 
articulated within the Welcome Letter and Interview Briefing Note, this assurance was 
also reviewed at the beginning of each interview, and the respective discussion 
captured on the DVR recording (Wiles et al. 2011). 
 
3. Confidentiality and Anonymity: confidentially and participant anonymity was assured 
through the organisational coding strategy, which prevented the identification of 
individual participants and their parent organisations (Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill 
2008).  Please note explicit permission was secured, which allowed the identification 
of the “gatekeepers” engaged within the access strategy.  
 
4. Data Security: to minimise the risk of a data security breach through the inadvertent 
loss of a DVR a 2-fold strategy was implemented.  Firstly, the names of participants 
were not used during DVR recording.  Rather, the author stating the organisational 
code and participant number opened each recording, with the date, time and generic 
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location (i.e. UK Ambulance HQ etc) to prevent identification in the unlikelihood that 
unauthorised access to recordings took place.  Secondly, on completion of each 
interview the author connected to the Coventry University server through the Remote 
Desktop Connection (RDC) whilst in the secure interview room, and uploaded the voice 
recording to a secure password protected location and deleted the file from the DVR 
(Coventry University IT Services 2012).  Where remote access was not possible, the 
author secured both DVRs in an internal pouch within his equipment bag.  This was 
then secured with a small padlock to prevent any accidental loss during transit, and the 
voice recordings were then uploaded to the server at the earliest possibility, and then 
deleted from the DVR. 
 
Adherence to this strategy ensured compliance with the ethical standards required by the 
University of South Wales and the relevant social research bodies (Economic and Social 
Research Council 2006, Economic and Social Research Council 2011, Social Research 
Association 2003). 
3.12 Summary of Research Strategy 
 
Fig 3-8: Summary of the Research Strategy 
 Paradigm: Interpretivism 
 Methods: Mixed Methods 
Obj Logic  Task Method or Tool Data Type 






2 Deductive Assess relevance of 
Morgan’s metaphors 
Semi-Structured Interview Quantitative 
3 Inductive Capture linguistic & visual 
metaphors 
Semi-Structured Interview Qualitative 
4 Inductive Metaphorical analysis 
(coded) 
 
1) Master Metaphor List   
2) Morgan’s Metaphors 
3) C&C organigrams 
Qualitative 
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4 Research Findings 
4.1 Introduction 
 
This chapter presents the findings and is organised thematically following the theoretical and 
methodological approaches identified in chapters 2 and 3.  To aid with the contextualisation of 
the findings the Aim, Objectives, Central (CRQ) and Supporting Research Questions (SRQ) 
are reviewed herein.   
 
This study aimed to: “identify linguistic and visual metaphorical interpretations of Command and 
Control held by British and American emergency management practitioners in order to enhance 
multi-agency interoperability”,  
 
This was underpinned by 5 Objectives:  
 
1. Develop a comprehensive literature review focused on Command and Control within 
UK and US emergency management 
2. Assess the relevance of Morgan’s (2007) organisational metaphors within UK and US 
emergency management 
3. Produce linguistic and visual data that encapsulates emergency management 
practitioner’s views on Command and Control 
4. Identify linguistic and visual metaphors of Command and Control used by UK and US 
emergency management practitioners  
5. Compare and contrast the findings inter and intra country to identify patterns and trends 
6. Develop a suite of learning tools to enhance critical understanding of Command and 
Control 
 
The CRQ was: “how do U.K. and U.S. emergency management practitioners metaphorically 
interpret Command and Control?” 
  
The CRQ was underpinned by 4 SRQs, which were: 
 
1. Is Morgan’s (2007) organisational metaphor theory relevant to UK and US emergency 
management? 
2. What metaphors do UK and US emergency management practitioners use to make 
sense of Command and Control? 
3. Does understanding of Command and Control vary across key organisations in UK and 
US emergency management? 
4. Do interpretational differences in Command and Control affect the level of 
interoperability between emergency practitioners? 
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The findings are organised into 3 categories: an application of Morgan’s metaphors, the 
linguistic findings and then the visual findings.  Each section briefly sets out the relationship 
between the findings and the research objectives of the study.  Please note: the page 
orientation switches between portrait and landscape at various points to allow tables, diagrams 
and visual metaphors to be viewed more easily. 
4.2 Empirical Data: Assessing Morgan’s Metaphors 
 
Objective 2 sought to “assess the relevance of Morgan’s (2007) organisational metaphors 
within UK and US emergency management” to establish a logical base for a comprehensive 
inductive study using both linguist and visual metaphor.  Morgan’s (2007) organisational 
metaphor theory was selected for this purpose, as it hasn’t been applied within disaster 
research previously.  Organisations theory and meta-theory are widely accepted sub-themes 
within business and management research. Indeed, Morgan’s Images of Organizations (2007) 
is widely acclaimed, having been cited over 15,000 times according to Google Scholar1.  
Furthermore, researchers within the British Academy of Management’s Special Interest Groups 
(SIG) on Organizational Transformation, Change and Development (British Academy of 
Management 2015a), and Leadership and Leadership and Development (British Academy of 
Management 2015b) apply Morgan’s work in various management contexts.  Lambert III (2009) 
(p 158), though acknowledging the limitations of metaphor, stated “the skilful use of this 
common figure of speech can be invaluable for anyone deeply involved with organisational 
change and leadership”, highlighting the practical as well as theoretical relevance of the 
approach.   
 
The focus of this part of the study was practitioner interpretations of Command and Control 
using Morgan’s widely recognised theory which has been applied in a novel organisational 
setting – emergency management.  Indeed, Lang (2008) (p 2) argues that Morgan’s approach 
“has been regularly revised and published over 20 years demonstrating its on-going relevance 
and contemporary status”.  Whilst, Ramirez (2003) also cited in Lang (2008) (p 2) states that 
Morgan “convincingly argues that all we know of organisations rests on 8 metaphors”.  This 
illustrates the rationale underpinning the selection of Morgan’s theory as an initial framework 
for the use of metaphorical analysis within this study. 
4.2.1 Review of the Weighted Summation Method 
 
In order to establish the relevance of Morgan’s (2007) metaphor, a weighted summation method 
was selected and though detailed within the methodology chapter it will be briefly reviewed to 
aid readability.   
                                                          
1 Search conducted 14th October 2015 
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During interview each of the 30 participants were asked to rank Morgan’s metaphors in order 
of relevance to their individual views of Command and Control.  Each was given as much or as 
little time as they needed to complete the task, and they were free to rank as many or as few 
of the metaphors as they felt reflected their views.  The interview process was facilitated in a 
conversational style so participants were able to ask for clarification, pose questions and 
engage in further discussion as they wished.  This dialogue was subsequently included in the 
interview transcript and subjected to the linguistic metaphor analysis adding to the rich depth 
of the study.  The rankings data was collated and coded to ensure participant anonymity and 
Figs 4.0 and 4.1 (see below) were produced to display the general rankings data for both the 
UK and US data sets.  These tables provide an overview of the raw data illustrating the rank 
order noted by each participant.  A weighting mechanism (see Fig 3.5) was then applied to 
enable metaphor-ranking scores to be calculated.  Fig 4.2 contains the weighted summation 
calculations (Zardari et al. 2015), which produced outcomes for both the UK and US 
respectively, and the combined data sets to provide a relative indication of trends.  
 
Following this, the metaphor rankings for the data sets were tabulated using conditional 
formatting within Microsoft Excel to visually illustrate patterns within the data.  Though relatively 
basic this method provided a simple but effective means with which to present and interrogate 
the data.  The author readily accepts that more in depth quantitative analysis was possible 
given nature of the data set.  However, to achieve Objective 2, which was to “assess the 
relevance of Morgan’s (2007) organisational metaphors within emergency management”, such 
depth was not required.  At its most basic, a simple “yes the theory is relevant” or “no it is not” 
was all that was required.  However, this study went beyond that by analysing the data to 
provide a relative indication of the sample-frame’s level of perceptual interoperability, whilst 
also establishing the basis for an analysis tool (discussed later) that aids the collective 
understanding of Command and Control in practice. 
 
Figs 4.0 and 4.1 below display the rankings data for each participant by country.  The numbers 
denote the rank that participants assigned their chosen metaphors indicating the relevance of 
each.  The conditional formatting provides a colour-coded transition from green denoting the 
highest rank through to red for the lowest ranked metaphors to visualise the patterns in the 
data.  The number of selections made by each participant is noted at the foot of each column, 
and the total number of times a given metaphor was selected is listed at the end of each row.  
Each participant ranked the metaphors 1 to 9, selecting as many or a few as they deemed 
relevant.  Please note: a dash (-) indicates that a metaphor was not selected. 
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4.2.2 General Ranking Data – United Kingdom 
 
Fig 4-1: Metaphor Rankings Data – United Kingdom 
Metaphor CG1 CG2 CG3 LG1 LG2 LG3 P1 P2 P3 F1 F2 F3 A1 A2 A3 SEL 
Culture 
 
2 1 3 1 1 - - 2 5 3 3 - 4 - 1 11 
Brain 
 
1 - 1 - - - - 1 2 1 4 2 3 2 3 10 
Machine 
 
- - 2 - 3 - - - 4 4 2 1 5 1 5 9 
Organism 
 
- - 4 - - - - - 1 2 5 - 1 - 4 6 
Flux & 
Transformation 
3 - 5 - - - - - - - 1 - 2 - 2 5 
Political System 
 
- - 6 - 2 - - - 3 - - - - - 6 4 
Psychic Prison 
 
- - 7 - 4 - - - - - - - - - 7 3 
Instrument of 
Domination 
- - - - 4 - - - - - - - - - 8 2 
None of the 
Above 
- - - - - 1 1 - - - - - - - - 2 
Total 
 
3 1 7 1 5 1 1 2 5 4 5 2 5 2 8 - 
LEGEND: CG = Central Government, LG= Local Government, P = Police, F = Fire, A = Ambulance, SEL = Number of selections 
*LG2 was unable to separate Psychic Prison and Flux and Transformation so they were assigned a joint-ranking 
 
 
164 | P a g e  
 
4.2.3 General Rankings Data – United Kingdom 
 
The sections below detail the findings outlined in Fig 4.1 focusing the rankings of each individual 
metaphor.  
4.2.3.1 Culture 
Culture was selected 11 times and was therefore the most ranked metaphor, with only LG3, 
P1, F3 and A2 not selecting it.  It was ranked 1st on 4 occasions by CG2, LG1, LG2 and A3.  
CG1 and P2 ranked it 2nd.  CG3, F1 and F2 ranked it 3rd whereas A1 and P3 ranked it 4th and 
5th respectively.   
4.2.3.2 Brain 
Brain was selected 10 times and as ranked 1st on by CG1, CG3, P2 and F1.  It was ranked 2nd 
on 3 occasions by P3, F3 and A2 and 3rd by A1 and A3.  F2 ranked this metaphor in 4th. 
4.2.3.3 Machine 
F3 and A2 ranked Machine 1st and CG3 and F2 ranked it 2nd   LG2 ranked it 3rd, P3 and F1 4th 
and A1 and A3 5th totalling 9 selections. 
4.2.3.4 Organism 
Organism was selected 1st by P3 and A1, 2nd by F1, 4th by CG3 and A1, and 5th by F2 for 5 
selections in total. 
4.2.3.5 Flux and Transformation 
This metaphor was selected 5 times.  F2 ranked it 1st, A1 and A3 second.  CG1 ranked it 3rd 
whereas CG3 ranked it 5th.  
4.2.3.6 Political System 
Political System was ranked 2nd by LG2 and 3rd by P3, and both CG3 and A3 raked it 6th for a 
total of 4 selections. 
4.2.3.7 Psychic Prison 
Psychic Prison was selected 3 times: it was ranked 4th by LG2 and 7th by CG3 and A3 
respectively. 
4.2.3.8 Instrument of Domination 
The Instrument of Domination metaphor was selected twice by LG2 who ranked it 4th and A3 
who ranked it 8th   
4.2.3.9 None of the Above 
None of the Above was selected by LG3 and P1 as both felt none of the metaphors matched 
their views 
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4.2.4 General Ranking Data – United States of America 
 
Fig 4-2: Metaphor Rankings Data – United States of America 
Metaphor FE1 FE2 FE3 S1 S2 S3 LE1 LE2 LE3 FR1 FR2 FR3 E1 E2 E3 SEL 
Brain 
 
3 2 - - 3 3 3 - 7 3 1 1 - 1 3 11 
Machine 
 
- - - 1 2 1 1 1 5 4 2 3 1 - - 10 
Culture 
 
1 1 - - 4 5 - - 4 1 - 2 2 3 2 10 
Political System 
 
2 - - - 5 4 2 - 6 2 - 5 - - 1 8 
Organism 
 
- - - - 1 - - - 3 7 - 4 - 2 - 5 
Flux & 
Transformation 
- - - - 6 2 4 - 2 6 - - - - - 5 
Instrument of 
Domination 
- - - - - - - - 7 8 - - - - - 2 
None of the Above - - 1 - - - - - - - - - - - - 1 
Psychic Prison 
 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 0 
Totals 3 2 1 1 7 5 4 1 8 8 2 5 3 3 3 - 
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4.2.5 General Rankings Data – United States of America 
 
Fig 4.2 above displays the general rankings data for the US rankings. 
4.2.5.1 Brain 
The Brain metaphor was selected 11 times with FR2, FR3 and E2 ranking it 1st.  FE2 ranked it 
2nd and it was ranked 3rd by FE1, S2, S3, LE1, FR1 and E3: LE3 ranked it 7th. 
4.2.5.2 Machine 
S1, S3, LE1, LE2, and E1 ranked Machine 1st, whereas S2 and FR2 ranked it 2nd.  FR3 ranked 
it 3rd, FR1 4th and LE3 5th respectively totalling 10 selections.  
4.2.5.3 Culture 
Culture was also selected 10 times with FE1, FE2 and FR1 ranking it 1st.  FR3, E1 and E3 
ranked it 2nd and E2 3rd.  S2 and LE3 ranked the metaphor 4th, and S3 ranked it 5th. 
4.2.5.4 Political System 
E3 ranked this metaphor 1st, FE1, LE1 and FR1 ranked it 2nd.  S3 ranked it 4th, S2 5th and S2 
and FR3 ranked it 5th, and LE3 ranked it 6th totalling 8 selections. 
4.2.5.5 Organism 
The Organism metaphor was selected 5 times; S2 ranked it 1st and E2 2nd.  LE3 raked it 3rd and 
FR3 ranked it 4th whereas FR1 ranked it 7th. 
4.2.5.6 Flux and Transformation  
Flux and Transformation was ranked 2nd S3 and LE3, and 4th by LE1, whereas both S2 and 
FR1 ranked it 6th for a total of 5 selections. 
4.2.5.7 Instrument of Domination  
LE3 and FR1 ranked this metaphor 7th and 8th respectively. 
4.2.5.8 None of the Above  
FE3 was the only US participant to select None of the Above  
4.2.5.9 Psychic Prison 
Psychic Prison was not selected 
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4.2.6 Metaphor Ranking Scores – Weighted Summation 
 
Fig 4.3 below provides an overview of the metaphor ranking scores for the UK, US and 
combined data sets calculated using the weighted summation method (Zardari et al. 2015).  
This method built upon the rankings in Figs 4.1 and 4.2 by applying the weighting mechanism, 
detailed in Fig 3.6, to determine a collective score for each individual metaphor.  This process 
added analytical value by identifying those metaphors that can be considered most meaningful 
to the sample-frame.  Consistently higher ranked metaphors accrued greater scores, as their 
value within the weighting mechanism was higher.  Thus, the greater the total scores the higher 
the overall relevance of the metaphor.  As acknowledged in the methodology this method 
provides only a relative indication of metaphorical cognizance.  However, it fully achieved the 
necessary outcome because the presence of data covering a range of metaphors indicated that 
Morgan’s theory was relevant.  Thus, answering the SRQ “is Morgan’s (2007) organisational 
metaphor theory relevant to UK and US emergency management?” 
 
Fig 4-3: Metaphor Ranking Scores – Weighted 
Summation 
Scores 
Metaphor UK US TOTAL 
Brain  84 90 174 
Culture 88 78 166 
Machine 65 84 149 
Organism 45 34 79 
Political System 23 54 77 
Flux & Transformation 38 30 68 
None of the Above 20 10 30 
Psychic Prison 12 17 29 
Instrument of Domination 8 5 13 
TOTAL 383 402 785 
Weighting Mechanism: Rank 1 = 10, 2 = 8, 3 = 7, 4 = 6, 5 = 5, 6 = 4, 7 = 3, 8 = 2, None of 
the Above = 0  
4.2.6.1 Combined Scores 
 
Within the combined data set the Brain metaphor with its constituent traits of learning, parallel 
information processing, distributed control, mind-sets, intelligence, feedback, requisite variety, 
knowledge and networks ranked highest scoring 174.  As such, the sample-frame most readily 
associated these metaphorical traits with their interpretations of Command and Control.  This 
was closely followed by the Culture metaphor with its traits of society, values, beliefs, laws, 
ideology, rituals, diversity, traditions, history, service, shared vision and mission, 
understanding, qualities and families, which ranked 2nd with a score of 166.  The Machine 
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metaphor with its traits of efficiency, waste, maintenance, order, clockwork, cogs in a wheel, 
programmes, inputs and outputs, standardisation, production, measurement and control and 
design was ranked 3rd scoring 149. 
 
There was a significant 70 point decrease in the scores between Machine and the 4th highest 
ranked metaphor Organism with it traits of living systems, environmental conditions, adaptation, 
life cycles, recycling, needs, homeostasis, evolution, survival of the fittest, health and illness.  
Political System, with its traits of interests and rights, power, hidden agendas and back room 
deals, authority, alliances, party-line, censorship, gatekeepers, leaders and conflict 
management, ranked 5th scoring 77, and ranking 6th was Flux and Transformation with its traits 
of constant change, dynamic equilibrium, flow, self-organisation, systemic wisdom, attractors, 
chaos, complexity, butterfly effect, emergent properties, dialectics, and paradox with a score of 
68. 
 
There is then a 2nd significant decrease of 30 points to the 7th ranked score, None of the Above.  
Psychic Prison with its traits of conscious & unconscious processes, repression & regression, 
ego, denial, projection, coping & defence mechanisms, pain & pleasure principle, dysfunction, 
workaholic ranked eighth with a score of 29.  The lowest ranked metaphor with a score of 13 
was the Instrument of Domination with its traits of alienation, repression, imposing values, 
compliance, charisma, maintenance of power, force, exploitation, divide and rule, discrimination 
and corporate interest. 
4.2.6.2 United Kingdom Scores 
 
Within the UK data set Culture ranked highest with a score of 88, this was closely followed by 
Brain, which ranked 2nd with a score of 84.  There was a 19-point drop as the 3rd highest scoring 
metaphor was Machine, which scored 65.  A similar drop of 20 points followed to Organism, 
which ranked 4th with a score of 48.  5th was Flux and Transformation with 38.  In 6th was Political 
System with 23 and in 7th None of the Above with 20.  The 2 lowest scoring metaphors were 
Psychic Prison with 12 and Instrument of Domination with 8 
4.2.6.3 United States of America Scores 
 
Brain ranked highest in the US data set with a score of 90, followed by Machine, in 2nd, with a 
score of 84.  Culture ranked 3rd with 78 and in 4th was Political System with 54.  The scores 
then dropped by 20 points to the 5th ranked metaphor Organism, which scored 34.  Flux and 
Transformation ranked 6th with 30 points and in 7th was Psychic Prison with a score of 17.  None 
of the Above and Instrument of Domination, which scored 10 and 5 respectively, were the 2 
lowest scoring options. 
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4.2.7 Morgan’s Organisational Metaphors in Emergency 
Management: Summary of Findings 
 
The data in Figs 4.1 and 4.2 indicated that the sample frame lacks a dominant interpretation of 
Command and Control, as there was variation in how the metaphors were ranked.  However, 
the conditional formatting illustrated a degree of shared understanding centred on the Brain, 
Culture and Machine metaphors and, to a lesser extent Political System (US data) illustrated 
by the pattern of colour dispersal.  This is corroborated by the weighted summation calculations 
in Fig 4.3, which provided a relative empirical indication of each metaphor’s perceived 
relevance to Command and Control.  As such, multi-agency command groups are likely to have 
a fragmented understanding of the Command and Control, which may hamper interoperability.  
This demonstrated the communicative power and potential of metaphor to unlock and convey 
deeper meaning within disaster research (Lakoff and Johnson 2003, Lambert III 2009, Morgan 
2007).  Thus, the data collectively demonstrated the relevance of Morgan’s metaphors to 
disaster research and summarily achieved Objective 2. 
4.3 Linguistic Data – Interview Findings 
4.3.1 Content Analysis Findings 
 
The 30 interview transcripts were rich in thick qualitative detail.  Indeed, cumulatively the 
transcripts totalled some 300,000 words and though laborious the verbatim approach proved 
useful in ensuring rigorous analysis.  However, due to the conversational interview style, which 
allowed for the requisite depth and in some cases the prior working relationship with the 
participants, the discussions and therefore the transcripts contained references to operations, 
tactics, politics and other sensitive information not in the public domain.  Consequently, these 
were restricted to ensure anonymity and comply with the University of South Wales Code of 
Practice for Research Students (2014), and indeed the Official Secrets Act (1989).  However, 
it remained necessary to contextualise the metaphorical findings within the broader thematic 
findings, which is where Content Analysis proved useful (Gibbs 2007, Neuendorf 2002).  This 
process of qualitative sense making aided in the achievement of Objective 3 whilst, also 
providing a valuable research contribution in its own right.  In this study, its inclusion was vital 
to the analysis process as it provided much-needed context that aided in the understanding of 
the more focused linguistic and visual metaphor data.  
4.3.2 Content Analysis Themes 
4.3.2.1 Qualitative Themes – United Kingdom  
 
The UK element of the content analysis process identified 18 themes, the data was interrogated 
then reviewed, and the themes were broken down and combined until the data set became 
saturated (Gibbs 2007).  Please note, although this study was focused on metaphor, developing 
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an understanding of the general issues surrounding Command and Control in practice, and 
broader themes in emergency management was congruent with the Aim and Objectives.  To 
focus solely on metaphor risked isolating the study from the broader field, and considering a 
key focus was interoperability this was deemed unacceptable. 
4.3.2.1.1 Terminology and Concept Uncertainty 
 
Participants cited numerous examples of problems caused by misunderstandings, 
misinterpretations and different interpretations of terminology, legislation, policy, guidance and 
procedures at a national, sub-national and local level.  This theme appeared 33 times in the UK 
transcripts. 
4.3.2.1.2 Single Loop Learning 
 
All 15 UK participants forwarded well informed and thought out ideas for improving UK 
emergency response.  However, all were conceptualised within the existing Command and 
Control framework and may be classified as tweaks rather than fundamental changes to 
existing approaches.  No participant questioned whether Command and Control was the right 
approach for emergency response.  This theme appeared 18 times. 
4.3.2.1.3 Scale 
 
The issue of scale was a consistent theme appearing 16 times in 9 transcripts, specifically CG1, 
CG2, CG3, LG3, F3, P1, P2, F3 and A3.  Views varied with F3 stating, “we react the same no 
matter what”, however there was a general view that whilst, the UK framework is scalable, the 
country does not have any experience of “catastrophes”.  The UK was felt to be good at 
managing smaller incidents but would be reliant on this ability to cope whilst the response is 
ramped up from the local level should one occur. 
4.3.2.1.4 Command and Control is Essential 
 
All UK participants unequivocally stated that Command and Control was absolutely essential 
to emergency management, this theme appeared 15 times. 
4.3.2.1.5 Origins of Command and Control 
 
There was a vague awareness that Command and Control originated from the military, which 
appeared 15 times.  Although, there was no clear understanding of how or when the current 
UK framework was developed or implemented.  P2 was aware that it developed in the 1970s.  
However, CG2 was quite adamant that “there’s no necessary reason for me to know that”. 
4.3.2.1.6 Tried and Tested 
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Building on the Command and Control is essential theme; participants generally felt that the 
UK framework was tried and tested though numerous suggestions for improvements were 
forwarded.  This view was particularly strong with the blue-light services, P1, P2, P3, F1, F2, 
A1 and A2 all provided strong endorsements for the UK framework, as did CG1 and CG2, with 
this theme appearing 15 times.    
4.3.2.1.7 Blue Light Dominance 
 
LG1, LG2 and LG3 felt that the blue-light services, particularly the Police service, dominated 
within the local Command and Control framework, despite the unified command principle being 
enshrined in the Civil Contingencies Act (2004).  A3 also echoed this, whilst F3 pointed out 
command isn’t in their (non-“blue-light” services’) DNA.  P3 stated “you’ve got your Chief Execs 
below me in Gold” signalling a belief that that Police Gold commanders are senior to all other 
commanders at the Gold level despite the stated Police coordination rather than command role, 
which is clearly stated in national policy.  This theme appeared on 13 occasions.  
4.3.2.1.8 Confused Roles, Responsibilities and Expectations 
 
A1, A3, CG2, CG3, F2 and LG3 cited specific examples of false expectations of what 
organisations and the public will and won’t do in an emergency indicating that roles and 
responsibilities are often unclear.  Most participants alluded to a general feeling that expectation 
of who does what, who is in “charge” and of capabilities varied across the key agencies: the 
theme appeared on 10 occasions. 
4.3.2.1.9 Information Sharing 
 
CG1, CG2, CG3, F1, F2 and A3 all cited specific issues with information sharing, appearing 10 
times.  The issues raised included overly cautious restriction of information meaning agencies 
and the public cannot appropriately prepare for threats and hazards they are unaware of.  A 
reticence to share information across government departments and partner organisations, a 
deluge of requests for information and information itself, and the need to effectively manage 
information flows to support decision-making.   
4.3.2.1.10 Flexibility 
 
There was a general view, noted on 9 occasions that the UK Command and Control framework 
is flexible as command is devolved to the lowest appropriate level, usually local.  CG2 and CG3 
referred to guidance that could be applied in a flexible manner though CG1 cited an example 
of the national level questioning local judgment on which advice and direction to follow.  F1, F2 
and F3 all seemed to conceptualise their Command and Control frameworks as separate and 
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needing to fit it in with others through the use of initiative and working outside of the stated 
plans, policies and procedures.  LG1 suggested that “blue-light” organisations “struggle with 
that concept of flexibility within Command and Control” arguing a rigidity of approach, 
questioning how much flexibility can actually be built into the system. 
4.3.2.1.11 Relationships 
 
P1, CG1, CG2, LG2 and F2 cited 9 specific examples of prior relationships being critical to the 
effectiveness of Command and Control.  However, this theme was embedded within the 
narratives of all 15 UK transcripts highlighting the inherent multi-agency nature of Command 
and Control, which is reliant on interpersonal relationships.  However, CG2 pointed out that due 
to austerity related budget cuts many agencies had withdrawn from LRF activities focusing on 
statutory duties only in order to meet heavy budget shortfalls, which arguably reduces multi-
agency resilience and preparedness.     
4.3.2.1.12 Critiques of Command and Control 
 
Specific criticisms of Command and Control rather than improvements to the existing 
framework were noted on 9 occasions.  These included A3 and LG1 suggesting that the 
approach was not suitable for “slow-burn” incidents such as severe weather, flooding and 
pandemics.  P3 posited “for very large incidents people find 3-tiers too restrictive and too 
shallow” propagating a bigger incident equal’s bigger Command and Control mentality.   
 
LG2 was quite scathing suggesting that Command and Control in local government “would be 
a nightmare” and “it’s not a phrase we’d ever use outside of the emergency role” and “it provides 
a built in assumption that command have experience and know what to do”, which is not 
necessarily always the case as role does not always equate to experience.   
4.3.2.1.13 Political and Senior Command Direction/Interference 
 
A3, P3, CG1, LG1 and LG2 cited 8 specific examples of needless higher command or political 
interference in the activities at lower levels causing disruption or un-necessarily increasing the 
workload.  Throughout the transcripts examples of central government interference or the “long 
screwdriver” from Whitehall were also noted.  Also a phenomenon whereby commanders at 
higher level become involved or focused on operations at a lower level was a commonly 
reported irritant and disruption.  LG2 specify referred to a perceived Police and Fire service 
need to check decisions before taking action and their top-down approach, which was seen as 
being a different way of working from local government. 
4.3.2.1.14 Order Out of Chaos 
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CG1, CG3, LG2 and P3 made direct reference to the purpose of Command and Control being 
to bring order to the chaos of an “emergency” on 7 occasions.  CG3 referred to benefits of the 
militaristic approach and militaristic origins of the UK framework.  P3 suggested that it is needed 
to control human nature and impulse, which was viewed in a negative sense leading to danger 
4.3.2.1.15 Technical versus Human Factors 
 
A2, A3, CG1, CG3, and LG1 highlighted the importance of humans as well as technology within 
Command and Control at 7 points.  However, F1 frequently used the phrase “interoperability” 
to refer to the AIRWAVE digital radio system, “used interoperability a few times now in anger 
but not on a really regular basis” illustrating a distinctly technical perspective.  This is an 
example of where the common terminology is used but the cognitive meaning was different. 
4.3.2.1.16 Silo Mentality (Lack of Integration) 
 
A2, F1, F2 and F3 cited 7 examples of what can be termed silo-mentality or lack of integration 
with other agencies.  A2 suggested that “interaction between us (Ambulance) and the Fire 
service and the Police as we don’t tend to gel very much” and “we’re just stuck in our silos”.  F1 
stated there is still silo mentality in government and “interoperability: are we there yet, 
absolutely not”, whereas F2 and F3 talked about dropping barriers and being more integrated.  
Furthermore, throughout the 15 transcripts the dialogue focused at various points on how 
agencies could work together better, create synergy within tighter budgets, work smarter, come 
“out of their shells” which suggests that silo-mentality is a current issue within the field.   
4.3.2.1.17 Non-integration of Recovery 
 
A3 and CG1 were the only 2 UK participants to mention recovery operations.  A3 stated “what 
doesn’t work so well is usually in the transfer of response to recovery at what point does that 
get handed over and at what point do you start recovery even though… erm… the response is 
still on-going”, and CG2 said “and I think another thing we don’t well enough is recovery it is an 
add on”.  This is significant as recovery is an integrated part of the UK emergency framework; 
however, the lack of data suggested it is not thought about in terms of Command and Control.    
4.3.2.1.18 Gender Bias 
 
CG1 was 1 of 5 female participants (CG1, LG3, P2, F3 and A2) and was the only one to raise 
gender issues.  Whilst gender was not a specific research focus, nor was it a determinant within 
the sampling strategy this issue and although only raised once was worthy of note.  CG1 noted 
differences throughout her extensive career in the perceptions of the same behaviour by male 
and female commanders, including her own.  A male was viewed as commanding and direct (a 
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good leader), whereas a female was perceived as being bossy and controlling (a poor leader).  
This is significant and interesting, and will be picked up in the suggestions for future research. 
4.3.2.1 Qualitative Themes – United States of America 
 
27 themes were identified from the US data set through content analysis, which provided a 
useful snapshot of the key issues as defined by current US practitioners (Gibbs 2007, 
Neuendorf 2002). 
4.3.2.1.1 Terminology & Concept Uncertainty 
 
Issues regarding confused terminology, misunderstanding of key concepts and individual 
and/or organisationally specific interpretations of standardised policies and procedures were 
cited on 43 occasions and highlighted as a critical issue during emergency operations.  Also, 
differing levels engagement with and implementation of NIMS/ICS was seen as being 
problematic. 
4.3.2.1.2 Origins of Command and Control 
 
All participants were aware of the military origins of Command and Control and linked ICS to 
California wildfires and FIRESCOPE.  This theme was noted 24 times.  Interestingly, S3 pointed 
out that ICS is strikingly similar to an earlier military management system and, LE1 felt that ICS 
developed post 9/11.  Whereas both FR1 and FE3 took more historic perspective advocating 
that it originated from Moses and the Ten Commandments. 
4.3.2.1.3 Leadership 
 
Leadership was a key theme, cited 22 times, throughout the US interviews, with FE1, S2, LE1, 
LE2, FR1, FR2 and E3 highlighting its importance.  Sub-themes raised included the need for a 
trained, experienced and respected leader.  Whilst S2 suggested there is “no democratic 
process in Command and Control” on account of the military culture and backgrounds of his 
colleagues, which allowed for only limited discussion on decisions.  LE1, LE2, FR1 and FR3 
raised the issue of commander self-awareness in recognising their own limitations and how this 
can either help or hinder in terms of resource integration and multi-agency collaboration.  Also, 
LE1 and LE3 were clear that leadership was not necessarily about rank. 
4.3.2.1.4 Relationships 
 
FE2, FE3, S1, S2, LE2, FR1, FR3, E1, E2 and E3 heavily cited the importance of relationships 
to effective Command and Control operations, which appeared on 21 occasions.  The need to 
build relationships prior to a disaster was considered paramount.  As was developing 
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relationships face-to-face rather than from a desk (LE2), as when you are competing for scarce 
resources relationships based on trust and respect can help resolve issues (S2).   
4.3.2.1.5 Standardisation 
 
FR1, FR2 and E3 all felt that ICS standardisation is generally working well across the US 
particularly within the Fire and Rescue community citing the theme 17 times.  Though, FR1 
pointed out that “some states are doing it better than others”.  S3 stated, “I believe it is being 
achieved because we are seeing better responses”, though LE3 points out that Fire tend to 
have a better understanding of ICS than a State Trooper.   
4.3.2.1.6 Command and Control is Essential 
 
All 15 US participants felt that Command and Control was essential to emergency response 
operations.  Views expressed ranged from a simple “yes” (FR1) to “absolutely” (S2, S3, FR3, 
LE1 and LE2) and “it’s the right thing to do” (FE1): this was noted on 17 occasions.  As a follow 
on question, participants were asked if there were any other ways of responding to disaster that 
didn’t involve Command and Control.  Responses ranged from no, to references to other civil 
and military Command and Control systems and participants laughing and saying it would be 
pandemonium and or chaos.   
4.3.2.1.7 Tried and Tested 
 
FE1, FE2, FE3, S1, S2, S3, all felt the existing model worked fairly well, citing 17 specific 
examples.  FR1, FR2, FR3 and E2 also spoke positively of it though others were less effusive.  
FR1 for example stated “well we teach a concept an error of infallibility and erm… which 
basically means it’s not gonna happen here and if it does we’ll take care of it” demonstrating a 
confidence in the system’s ability to cope with all-hazards and eventuality. 
4.3.2.1.8 Training 
 
Training was cited 17 times and forwarded as a significant factor though only by local first-
responders, namely LE1, LE2, LE3, FR2, FR3 and E3.  It was cited as something that works 
well, but as being burdensome on volunteers as they may not have time for the increasing state 
and federal competency requirements, which leads to lower recruitment and retention. 
4.3.2.1.9 ICS is Command and Control 
 
Participants FE1, FE2, S1, LE2, LE3, FR2, FR3, E1, E2 and E3 all directly referred to ICS when 
questioned about Command and Control, and this was directly noted on 16 occasions.  For 
example E2 stated “what I think of is the Command and Control, I think of the ICS model” or 
FR3 who said “we always equate everything to our Incident Command System in that erm 
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Command and Control to us is erm coming up with erm objectives strategies and tactics to 
employ for whatever the emergency is at hand”.  This suggests that ICS has become 
synonymous with Command and Control and is viewed as being one and the same. 
4.3.2.1.10 Coordination as Opposed to Command 
 
The view that emergency response was more about coordination and support for the local level 
was expressed by S1, S2, LE1, LE2, and E1, and noted 16 times.  This was particularly so 
when discussion around federal and state support, and the deployment and usage of both state 
and federal Incident Management Assistance Teams (IMAT).  Also, the federal and state 
participants were very clear that they do not take command of local incidents rather they provide 
support if assistance is requested. 
4.3.2.1.11 Order out of Chaos 
 
S3, LE1, LE2, LE3, FR1, FR2, E1, E2 and E3 all felt Command and Control was necessary to 
establish order out of chaos, citing this view 13 times.  LE1 stated “Command and Control in 
my mind is basically making order out of chaos” and S3 advocated, “it’s essential… 
absolutely… erm without it all you would have is chaos” indicating the strength of feeling. 
4.3.2.1.12 Communications 
 
Communications was cited as a key issue 13 times, though it was a recurring theme throughout 
all transcript narratives.  Though participants FE3, LE2, LE3, E1 and E2 spent considerable 
time focused on this issue.  The central focus was on the need to improve multi-agency 
communications through enhanced technical capability; indeed LE2 highlighted failed grant 
programmes which have cost millions of dollars to simply change equipment rather than 
enhance capability, though E2 pointed out that significant advancements have been made over 
the past decade. 
4.3.2.1.13 Who’s in Charge? 
 
FE3, S1, S3, LE2, LE3, FR1, FR2, E1 and E3 all voiced concerns over jurisdictional issues 
affecting multi-agency emergency response operations.  The primary issue was law 
enforcement either taking over or fighting for “control” between each other or the FBI simply 
taking charge of everything.  The issue of resolving overlapping jurisdictions via unified 
command and freelancing when nobody is in charge were also raised.  This theme was noted 
on 12 occasions. 
4.3.2.1.14 Scale 
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The concept of scale was an important feature of the discussions with FE2, S2, S3, FR1, FR3, 
E1 and E3, and was noted 12 times.  S3 pointed out that “I can easily envision where a 
catastrophe can be so enormous or could be so enormous that it would overwhelm the system” 
suggesting that the current framework has limitations.  E3 highlighted limitations within 
exercising regimes “I think we need erm…. especially in the state of Maine I think we need to 
exercise an incident that is beyond our beliefs beyond our imagine-ability” suggesting that 
boundaries of scale need to be extended in order to learn more about the current framework’s 
capabilities.  Also, FE2 stated “you would think that in in a disaster environment it (span of 
control) might get bigger but it’s actually smaller” highlighting that as the disaster gets bigger 
the more personnel the system requires to operate. 
4.3.2.1.15 Resources 
 
Resource need was a significant issue; delays caused by time and distance were noted by FR3 
who said “one thing about the states here if you need stuff it will be provided it may not be very 
quick but it’ll get there eventually”.  Also, the difficulties of allocating finite resources was raised 
by FE1 “we might have a lack of resources on the federal side and we are going to have to 
adjudicate those based on life saving life sustaining so Massachusetts you’re not in dire need 
of… of this resource you need it but you’re not in dire need and I only have a finite amount such 
as search rescue”.  Resource issues were cited by FE1, FE3, S1, LE1, LE2, FR1, FR2, FR3 
and E2 highlighting the more national focus and resource availability, through both federal and 
the inter-state EMAC system.  Although, LE1 felt that “if you’re drawing resources from all over 
the country then I just think it ought to be a federalised debt”.  Specific thematic examples were 
noted 12 times. 
4.3.2.1.16 Political and Senior Command Direction/Interference 
 
Issues such as the separation of the Church and State were raised (S2), and the influence of 
political figures and political motivations on response operations (S2, FR1, FR3 and LE3) was 
deemed a critical and sometimes disruptive factor.  Ignorance in terms of knowledge gaps, lack 
of understanding by senior officials, partner agencies and senior commanders were cited as 
both a frustration and a mission success inhibitor: these issues were raised on 12 occasions. 
4.3.2.1.17 Silo Mentality (Lack of Integration) 
 
Local responders, namely LE1, LE3, FR1, FR2, E1 and E2 cited significant issues with silo 
working 12 times.  Particular issues included cultural differences between law enforcement and 
the fire fighters.  LE1, LE3, FR2, E1 and E2 all cited examples of information not being shared 
within or between agencies, which in some cases has led to deaths in the line of duty.  Also, 
rivalries or ego-driven decisions where the Incident Commander refused assistance and did 
not delegate tasks were frequently cited. 
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4.3.2.1.18 Single Loop Learning 
 
FE2 stated, “we do something we have an after action that goes along with but I don’t think we 
ever actually sit back and say… I think in the after action we say you know what did we do well 
and what could we have done better but I don’t that we step back and say systematically what 
worked well systematically and what could we to change the system to do better I don’t think 
we ever do that”.  FR2 said “death dictates what we do… you know we have to kill a lot of 
people for them to change a standard and things over here and you know when you start killing 
fire-fighters for the same thing over and over again and… the post incident analysis is pointing 
to a Command and Control breakdown it doesn’t take long for the federal government to step 
in or training programmes to be offered”.  However, despite visceral failures such as Hurricane 
Katrina Command and Control has yet to be fundamentally reviewed suggesting that a single 
loop learning process is operating.  This theme was noted on 11 occasions. 
4.3.2.1.19 Flexibility 
 
FE1, FE2, S2, LE1, FR1 and E3 all expressed positive views about the flexibility of the 
ICS/NIMS system citing the ability of the model to expand and contract depending on the needs 
of the incident.  However, FE1 pointed out that “you have to adhere to the strict organisational 
structure even though it might not be the optimum way to address the situation” and S2 advised 
that “Command and Control… needed but erm with reservations… always needed but applied 
carefully but judicially… and not one model fits all situations” both questioning the seemingly 
flexible nature of the model.  This theme was noted 9 times within the transcripts. 
4.3.2.1.20 Contradicts Academia 
 
Comments, noted on 8 occasions, made by S1, S3, LE2, LE3, FR1, FR2 and FR3 contradicted 
academic perspectives noted in the literature review.  The most frequent contradiction related 
to the NIMS/ICS requirement for 1 person to be in charge of everything (though with 
responsibilities delegated under span of control), which the aforementioned participants noted 
as critical to the system’s success.  Quarantelli (2002) (p 1) argues that it is “unrealistic to think 
anyone at the height of a crisis could be “in charge” given the lack of information, conflicting 
and incorrect rumours, and the diversity of the many groups involved in such situations” citing 
the views of disaster researchers over a period of 40 years, highlighting the polarised nature of 
academic and practitioner views in this area.    
4.3.2.1.21 Alternatives to Command and Control 
 
Participants FE2, S2, S3, FR1 and E3 raised 8 notable points and engaged in further discussion 
that suggested potential for alternative models of emergency response.  FR1 discussed civil 
defence and medieval combat units operating autonomously as a potential method for 
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decentralised bottom-up emergency response organisation.  S2 advocated a capacity building 
process with the goal of ensuring that every citizen is self-reliant and resilient, as this would 
negate the requirement for Command and Control based emergency response, though this was 
an aspirational rather than realistic idea.  An idea for a Virus/Antidote styled organisational 
model derived from Morgan’s Organism metaphor emerged during the FE2 interview and was 
subsequently discussed (as it was relevant to the conversation) in the S3 and E3 interviews, 
and is built upon in chapter 6.  However, FE2 pointed out that that “the struggle that you will 
have is if you come up with a system other than Command and Control that works because 
because it is firmly entrenched in the way people think it will be difficult to get them to change”, 
highlighting the centrality of existing practice. 
4.3.2.1.22 Grant/Money Focus 
 
LE2, FR1, FR2, FR3 and E3 raised concerns that ICS/NIMS training was often only being 
undertaken to secure grant funds: which was noted on 8 occasions.  Consequently, the 
principles are seemingly not being fully adopted and, as LE2 pointed out, some agencies have 
fought implementation.  E1 highlighted the issue of private sector buy-in to NIMS/ICS, the for-
profit nature of many US hospitals means it can be very difficult to get personnel to take time 
away from their day job to undertake training and exercising. 
4.3.2.1.23 Top-Down Containment 
 
FE1, LE2, LE3, FR1, FR3 and E1 framed Command and Control in a manner that indicated a 
top-down perspective associated with traditional views on the model, which was noted on 7 
occasions. 
4.3.2.1.24 Emergent Resources 
 
The issue of the use of emergent resources was raised by S3, LE1 and FR1, which was noted 
7 times.  S3 stated “you’re talking about what we call spontaneous volunteers and of course 
the whole thing with spontaneous volunteers unless you know that individual you don’t know 
that individual you don’t know whether they’re a pretending to be an EMA Director or whether…” 
though despite doubts he felt that emergent behaviour would probably happen in large-scale 
disasters anyway.  FR1 highlighted an earlier incident during which isolated communities 
implemented their own Command and Control arrangements, self-organising and managing 
locally.  LE1 referred to convergent volunteers, though in his own words, pointing out that this 
phenomenon tends to occur a few days into disaster response and as you don’t have time to 
check their credentials you can either engage with and utilise the resource or try to restrict their 
activities, which ties up finite resources. 
4.3.2.1.25 Requirements on Responders 
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FR2 and E2 voiced issues concerning requirements placed on responders, firstly in terms of 
the perceived over-regulation of the requirements to become a volunteer first-responder, plus 
the significant investment in time and training to maintain the requisite level of competence, 
and then the actual stresses and of dealing with emergencies then returning to your day job.  
These were seen as significant barriers to recruiting and retaining volunteers which make-up a 
considerable portion of local resources.  Also, the need for responders to know that their 
families are taken care of when disaster strikes was raised by FR1 as this was thought to reduce 
the likelihood of personnel not reporting for duty.  This theme was raised 3 times. 
4.3.2.1.26 Multiple Roles 
 
LE2 and E3 pointed out that at the local level in the US it is commonplace for emergency 
responders to be multi-hatted in that many local responders join more than 1 agency, which is 
less common in the UK.  Indeed, within the US sample-frame, LE2, LE3 and E3 were all serving 
law enforcement, EMS and fire fighters at one time and LE2 was active duty military and, at the 
time of the study, a County Emergency Management Director.  This theme was raised twice. 
4.3.2.1.27 Non-Integration of Recovery 
 
FE2 and S2 were the only participants to engage in discussion of the recovery phase and the 
National Disaster Recovery Framework (NDRF), which is an important and integrated part of 
the US disaster response policy framework.  FE2 discussed the recent appointment of a 
Federal Disaster Recovery Coordinator (FDRC) highlighting the primacy of the Federal 
Coordinating Officer (FCO), whereas S2 suggested that recovery is more integrated than it has 
been in the past.  However, the significance was not what was said but rather what was not.  
Though an integrated element of the US Command and Control framework its omission from 
13 of 15 US transcripts suggests it is not considered as such. 
4.3.3 Qualitative Themes and Selected Quotes 
4.3.3.1 Command and Control is Essential 
 
Fig 4-4: Command and Control is Essential Quotes 
Participant Country Quote 
F1 UK “I don’t think it’s useful it’s essential” 
CG3 UK “Erm unequivocally yes” 
F2 UK “Oh yes, very much so, erm, in fact I would stick another word 
into your question, is it a useful integrated emergency 
management tool?” 
P3 UK “Yes (laughing) essential yes” 
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FE1 UK “I think knowing… the whole organisation knowing that it’s the 
right thing to do”  
FE3 US “(Laughing) yep absolutely I don’t think there’s any question 
that it’s almost like erm the engineer on the ship if he’s doing 
his job erm all things are going well and you have that capability 
nobody really thinks about it but if he’s if he’s got a capability is 
deficient erm everybody is complaining and I’d make that 
analogy to erm Command and Control” 
S3 US “It’s essential… absolutely… erm without it all you would have 
is chaos” 
LE2 US “Oh yea absolutely”  
FR1 US “We’re paramilitary to start with so it’s paramount you have to 
have Command and Control because in our business people 
get hurt and killed if you don’t… we have term we call 
freelancing and freelancing is what gets people killed erm and 
so we have a very strong accountability system” 
FR2 US “It is I’ve… I’ve had the experience to be on Departments when 
I first started that had no Command and Control that had no 
policies in place had no training erm and I saw how much a 
free-for-all it was erm how dangerous it was how poorly the 
incidents were managed erm how long it took to take care of 
the incident typically took longer”  
 
4.3.3.2 Order Out of Chaos 
 
Fig 4-5: Order out of Chaos Quotes 
Participant Country Quote 
CG1 UK “(The purpose of Command and Control) Erm to bring some 
kind of order out of the chaos” 
LG2 UK “You have to have management or there would be chaos” 
P3 UK “Without Command and Control is unilateral action by people 
who erm human nature takes over erm some of the more 
rationale erm objective decision making tends to go out the 
window and people act on impulse which can lead them to 
more danger or inadvertently putting other people into more 
danger as well” 
E2 UK “The purpose is trying to maintain some sort of organised 
chaos” 
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E2 UK “I would say is turning the chaos into coordinated chaos. It is 
really the ability to coordinate chaos, chaos situation” 
S3 US “Well I think it’s to bring order to what would otherwise be chaos 
to put it very simply but it’s to keep the organisation moving in 
a specific direction because all individuals have their own views 
their own perspectives their own priorities if there isn’t 
somebody there to set them on a course they will go on their 
own course and that that would not lead to I believe a 
successful outcome” 
LE1 US “Command and Control in my mind is basically making order 
out of chaos”  
LE2 US “To prevent chaos”  
 
FR1 US “Command and Control not only has to be just one person you 
got to make sure you’ve got that line of succession so that 
there’s always somebody people can look up to for direction 
and without erm then you’re gonna have chaos”  
E1 US “Because if you don’t have someone in charge you are gonna 
have a breakdown of order” 
 
4.3.3.3 Terminology and Concept Uncertainty 
 
Fig 4-6: Terminology and Concept Uncertainty Quotes 
Participant Country Quote 
CG2 UK “We are human beings and in that we can still be prone to erm 
understanding perhaps terms and erm certain aspects of our 
documents slightly differently than others”  
CG2 UK “The whole terminology and lexicon-ology of the terms in 
resilience community is bonkers absolutely just crazy stuff and 
erm I find it very difficult to sometimes to erm get a grasp on 
what people talk about in meetings and I have to constantly ask 
them so I think that remains an issue” 
P1 UK “Fire expectations are that silver will be at the scene whereas 
ours isn’t, ours invariably unless there are exceptional 
circumstances will be in a control room” 
F1 UK “We’ve had some difficulties with but probably have sorted now 
erm is the different interpretation of silver command between 
agencies” 
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F2 UK “It’s this lack of knowledge of what silver command is about, 
and it’s how you liaise.  The structure of bronze, silver, gold 
was that my bronze commander was my sector commander 
(on scene). I was silver being in command of silver command 
on scene and gold command was set up at Aykley Heads 
(Police Headquarters)” 
A2 UK “Sometimes we don’t speak the same language we’re talking 
in different systems and we should be we’ve got one common 
goal and we’re not speaking the same language” 
FE1 US “In Louisiana in Katrina the state did not understand ICS we 
didn’t at the federal end we didn’t adhere to ICS our fellow 
federal agencies did not not understand ICS at the time” 
FE2 US “The bad part of the operation was erm the fact the fact that our 
defense forces at that particular moment erm had no familiarity 
they had with the ICS construct a strictly DOD system”  
S1 US “We do it a little differently here than is down in some other 
places we have you know some subtle nuances that area little 
different not terribly different” 
S2 US “We could go down various models of Command and Control 
because there’s so many of them” 
LE2 US “The problem that I see is that a lot of organisations don’t follow 
the same interpretation of ICS as others do so I feel that if 
you’ve got to instruct ICS it should be all the one standard so 
when you do get deployed out of your region you can have that 
continuity” 
FR2 US “They don’t use standardised terminology they still use ten-
codes… are you familiar with ten-codes… so one agency might 
have ten-eighteen as this thing and another one is thinking it’s 
something else but the Fire Service in Maine and across this 
country is way more advanced in my experience” 
4.3.3.4 Standardisation  
 
Fig 4-7: Standardisation Quotes - Positive 
Participant Country Quote 
A1 UK “You know that we all understand what Command and Control 
is” 
S3 US “(Standardisation) I believe it is being achieved because we are 
seeing better responses” 
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LE2 US “The National Incident Management System is a nationwide 
system so whether we’re here or we end up out of state some 
place we have to know the same terminology so we’d have to 
use the same terminology” 
LE2 US “What works for well for us in Command and Control… I guess 
the fact that erm all of of our communities are buying into the 
ICS system and that makes it a lot than when in the past when 
went there and you had a Fire Chief or a Police Chief who didn’t 
believe in the ICS system and then you came in there and you 
were using terminology and they’re looking at you like you’re 
speaking some other language” 
FR1 US “Command and Control in the United States right now is 
focused upon the the formation of a command at the 
emergency or emergencies and then the command grows up 
to the government level as necessary… and it’s nationwide this 
is another thing we’ve finally come up with a system that’s a 
nationwide system so that no matter where you go the rules of 
engagement are the same” 
FR3 US “In the states the fire agencies being the US Forest Service and 
the Bureau of Land Management are very much in tune with 
how the Incident Management System works the beauty part 
of that is that where it works very very well is it’s a nationally 
recognised system where as somebody from the state of Maine 
can integrate in the same way as someone from the state of 
Alaska we’re speaking the same language we’re using the 
same terminology and it works very very well” 
FR3 US “What works well is the fact that it in our country using ICS it’s 
for the most part erm its multi-jurisdictionally accepted… 
accepted across jurisdictional political lines “ 
Standardisation Quotes - Negative  
Participant Country Quote 
FE1 US “To a certain extent erm the states are basically content to go 
along erm there are various levels of expertise and that’s based 
on how the Governor and state legislature want to support 
emergency management so it varies from state to state” 
LE3 US “I think that if we’re gonna teach ICS it needs to be 
standardised across the country and there should be no room 
for interpretation you know what I mean you can’t say if you 
teach it this way down here and you teach it this way up here 
when you get calls in the middle well who’s gonna agree and 
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who’s gonna do… cos they’re gonna be doing it how they were 
trained” 
FR1 US “Even though it sounds nice all fifty states have adopted this 
and everything I’m here to tell it’s not being implemented 
equally alright some states are doing it better than others”  
E3 US “We’ve taken the previous adapted to our own and and sort of 
come up with what works for us” 
4.3.3.5 Training 
 
Fig 4-8: Training Quotes 
Participant Country Quote 
LE1 US “Another thing that doesn’t work real well in it is erm… you can 
train people to death in it you can send then to courses for 100 
200 300 400 700 800s online but you know until really put 
yourself in an incident it’s kind of erm pie in the sky sort of stuff 
you know you can sit there and look at it there and say I’ve got 
the org chart down I’m all set now you know but until you really 
put yourself in the middle of an incident you really don’t 
understand how it works and you don’t get a grasp of how it 
works which is why we are sending everybody to that 314 
course in College Station because it’s scenarios it’s hands on 
scenarios”  
LE2 US “That’s what the Incident Command System helps with talking 
to someone who has some training my comm guys I have a 
comm I have a HAM operator… (he says)… I’ll help you I’ll do 
you whatever you ask just tell me… I’ll go… look all I want you 
to do is I want you to go take this course called NIMS 100 and 
700 it’s… just do it online at your leisure and they’re like I’ll help 
you I ain’t interested in… I’m sorry I need you… if you come to 
me and I’m at the scene of something the Chief says alright I 
need this this and this and I look at my team and go I should 
be able to point at my team leader and go this is what they need 
take care of it… but I get a guy who’s doesn’t want to do the 
training but he wants to help he gets there and I’m a HAM 
operator… cool are you on the team… no… well thank you very 
much for coming” 
FR2 US “They’re volunteers they struggle just to be able to put the time 
in to go to fires calls and car accidents they don’t have the time 
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they don’t have the interest and erm you know it’s kinda like 
erm it’s not gonna happen here so why should I bother” 
E3 US “What works well erm so training works well we have tonnes of 
erm the ability… we have lots of opportunities… we have 
tonnes of opportunities to train we have have many 
opportunities to exercise” 
4.3.3.6 Summary of Content Analysis 
 
Content analysis identified 45 themes, 18 UK and 27 US respectively.  These themes 
contributed to the achievement of Objective 3, which sought to “produce linguistic and visual 
data that encapsulates emergency management practitioner’s views on Command and 
Control”.  In doing so, these rich qualitative findings provided vital context to the metaphor 
analysis, which formed the crux of this study.  In both data sets the primary content analysis 
theme was terminology and concept uncertainty, which indicated that miscommunication, 
misinterpretation and misunderstanding of key terminology and concepts regularly occur in both 
countries questioning the notion of NIMS/ICS standardisation (Jensen and Youngs 2015).  The 
importance of relationships as the basis for effective multi-agency operations, strong leadership 
and a clear understanding of the origins of the ICS were key themes for US participants.  
Conversely, the importance of scalability within the UK framework, the essential nature of 
Command and Control, and indicators of a single loop learning process were evidenced within 
the UK data set. 
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4.3.4 Linguistic Metaphor Findings 
 
These findings addresses Objective 4, which intended to “identify linguistic and visual 
metaphors of Command and Control used by UK and US emergency management 
practitioners”. 
4.3.4.1 Linguistic Metaphor Usage - United Kingdom 
 
Fig 4.9 and 4.10 below provide a synopsis of the UK and US linguistic metaphor findings.  The 
UK source qualitative data including full quotations can be found in Appendix 6 and the US data 
in Appendix 7.  The Linguistic Metaphor Fig 4.9 and 4.10 are each split into 3 sections; Section 
A contains the general linguistic metaphors found.  This includes the thematic metaphors drawn 
from the Master Metaphor List (Lakoff, Espenson and Schwartz 1991), and Morgan’s 
metaphors (Morgan 2007).  Please note, other general metaphors occur in natural language, 
these were differentiated from similes and idioms through the use of Steen’s (2007, 2010) (p 3) 
Metaphor Identification Process (see Appendix 8), which necessitated the creation of a general 
code to enable this valuable data to be included in the analysis (Foster 2012, Glucksberg 2001).   
 
The User Codes identify which participants expressed each metaphor and the count indicates 
the total number of participants for each given metaphor for ease of reading.  Reflecting the 
qualitative nature of the study, the focus was not on the number of times each metaphor was 
used rather the breadth of its use across multiple organisations.  For a metaphor to be 
considered significant it must have been used by a minimum of 3 agencies (triangulation) to 
appear within the table (Bryman and Bell 2011) (p 402).  The rationale here is that emergency 
management is inherently multi-agency and for the findings to be applicable to the development 
of communicative tools the selected metaphors need broad organisational meaning.  In this 
sense, whether a metaphor is used once or 10 times is not overly relevant as its singular 
presence denotes a level of cognitive understanding, meaning it has the potential to be used 
as the basis of a communicative mechanism to develop a greater shared-understanding across 
organisations.  Though, the most used metaphors are prime candidates for development as 
they are more likely to have greater multi-agency resonance.   
 
Section B provides an overview of participants’ usage of Morgan’s metaphors within the 
interviews.  Similarly, it is the breadth of use that is focused upon rather than quantitative 
frequency.  Section C, details the metaphors used to describe the respective Command and 
Control frameworks.  A narrative to give context supports each metaphor, and user codes 
identify which participants expressed the metaphor.  The metaphors within these tables form 
the conceptual basis of communicative tools that enhance understanding of Command and 
Control developed in chapter 6, and constitutes a significant part of this study’s contribution to 
knowledge. 
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Fig 4-9: Linguistic Metaphors – United Kingdom 
Section A: Common Multi-Agency Metaphors 
Metaphor Source User Codes Count Tri 
1.  Status is Position Master List CG1, CG2, CG3, LG2, LG3, P1, P2, P3, FE1, FE2, FE3, A1, A3 13 Y 
2.  Natural World General CG1, CG2, CG3, LG1, LG3, P3, F1, F2, A1, A2, A3 11 Y 
3.  Construction General CG1, CG2, CG3, P1, P2, P3, F1, F2, A1 9 Y 
4. 
  
Acting is Feeding On Master List CG2, CG3, LG3, F1, F2, A1, A2, A3 8 Y 
Games and Play General CG1, CG2, CG3, LG3, P2, F1, F2, A2 8 Y 
5. 
  
Progress is Forward Motion Master List CG2, CG3, F1, F2, F3, A2  6 Y 
Conducting Research is Solving a Puzzle Master List CG3, LG1, P2, P3, F1, A1 6 Y 
Navigation General CG1, CG2, CG3, LG1, P1, F1 6 Y 
6. Cooking General P2, P3, F1, F2, A3 5 Y 
The Mind is a Container for Objects Master List CG1, P2, P3, F1, A1 5 Y 
7.  Clothing and Shopping General CG1, CG2, F2, A3 4 Y 
Section B: Usage of Morgan’s Metaphors 
Metaphor User Codes Count Tri 
1. Culture CG2, CG3, LG1, LG2, LG3, P1, P2, P3, F1, F2 10 Y 
2. Organism CG3, P3, F1, F3, A1, A3 6 Y 
3. Machine CG2, LG2, LG3, P1, P2, A2 6 Y 
4 Flux and Transformation CG2, F3, A2 3 Y 
Political System CG1, CG3, F1 3 N 
5. None A3 1 N 
Section C: Command and Control Metaphors 
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Metaphor Context User Codes Count 
Precious Metals The Gold, Silver and Bronze levels within the Command and Control 
framework are value-laden the higher the level the more value it has 
CG1, CG2, CG3, LG1, LG2, LG3, P1, 
P2, P3, F1, F2, F3, A1, A3 
14 
Spinning Plates The various tasks within Command and Control are seen as plates, which 
must be continuously spun and balanced.  The metaphor was primarily 
used to refer to emergency response activities at the tactical and 
operational levels 
CG2, CG3, P3 3 
Herding Cats A derogatory reference whereby partners agencies are likened to feral 
cats that lack discipline and tend to wander off in their own direction, and 
the commander must try and herd them like animals 
A1, CG2,  2 
Golden Thread/Thread The levels within the Command and Control framework are bound by a 
golden thread which must be protected and sustained, and if cut the 
system dies (a reference to the thread of life).  A secondary usage of this 
metaphor was used noted: an incident was conceptualised as a piece of 
string and the “threads of an incident could start to unravel” without 
effective Command and Control 
F1 1 
Banging your Head 
Against a Wall  
A derogatory metaphor expressing frustration with multi-agency decision 
making processes and internal managerial interference with operations  
A2 1 
Please see Appendix: 6 which details all linguistic metaphors found within the UK transcripts 
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The metaphors contained in Fig 4.9 Section A provided a rich insight in to the natural language 
used by the 15 UK participants to express their interpretations of emergency management 
beyond just Command and Control.  Thus, the 11 triangulated metaphors (from a total of 44 
induced) represent verbal tools that can be used to convey deeper meaning and understanding.  
The top ranked metaphor was Status is Position (senior command is up; lower command is 
down or on the ground) used by 13 participants.  Natural World metaphors (it’s gone back into 
its shell) ranked 2nd being used by 11 participants.  Construction related metaphors (hammered 
home) ranked 3rd.  In joint 4th was Acting is Feeding On (feeding the command picture) and 
Games and Play (step up to the plate) metaphors, which were used by 8 participants 
respectively.  The joint 5th ranked metaphors were Progress is Forward Motion (the organisation 
is moving forward), Conducting Research is Solving a Puzzle (situational awareness as 
building pieces of the puzzle), and Navigation (on the right track) used by 6 participants.  
The 6th ranked metaphors were Cooking (carving up the operation) and the Mind is a Container 
for Objects (only so many things you can fit into one human head) used by 5 participants.  
The final triangulated metaphor was Clothing and Shopping (I moved from Fire to Police so I’m 
wearing a different hat) used by 4 participants.   
 
The findings in Section B show that that Morgan’s Culture metaphor appeared in 10 transcripts, 
Organism and Machine in 6, Political System and Flux and Transformation in 3, and 1 transcript 
contained no expressions of Morgan’s metaphors at all.   
 
Section C contains 5 distinct metaphors of Command and Control.  The most dominant was 
Command and Control as Precious Metals, which reflects the Gold Silver and Bronze levels of 
local command within the UK framework, which was used by all but 1 participant, A2.  The 
remaining metaphors; Spinning Plates was used by 3 participants, Herding Cats by 2 and the 
Golden Thread and Banging Your Head Against the Wall metaphors were each used by only 1 
participant.  A narrative of each metaphor has been provided and these ideas are revisited in 
chapter 6. 
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4.3.4.2 Linguistic Metaphor Usage – United States of America 
 
Fig 4-10: Linguistic Metaphors – United States of America 
Section A: Common Multi-Agency Metaphors 
Metaphor Source User Codes Count Tri 
1. Status is Position Master List FE1, FE2, S1, S2, S3, LE1, LE2, LE3, FR1, FR2, FR3, E1, E3 13 Y 
2. Progress is Forward Motion Master List FE2, S1, S2, LE3, FR1, FR2, FR3 7 Y 
3. Cooking General FE1, S3, LE2, LE3, FR1, E1,  6 Y 
Obstacles to Action are Obstacles to Motion Master List FE3, S1, S2, FR3, E2, E3 6 Y 
4. Ideas are Constructed Objects Master List LE2, FE2, FE3, S2, E3 5 Y 
5. Games and Play General LE1, LE2, FR1, E3 4 Y 
Good is up (Derivative of Status is Position) Master List S2, LE1, LE3, E3 4 Y 
Conducting Research is Solving a Puzzle Master List FE3, S2, FR1, E2, 4 Y 
Section B: Usage of Morgan’s Metaphors 
Metaphor User Codes Count Tri 
1. Culture FE3, S2, S3, LE1, LE2, FR1, FR2, FR3, E1, E2, E3 11 Y 
2. Political System FE2, FE3, S2, LE2, LE3, FR1, FR3, E3 8 Y 
Organism FE1, S2, LE2, LE3, FR1, FR2, FR3, E2 8 Y 
3. Machine FE2, FE3, S1, FR3, E1, E2 6 Y 
4 Instrument of Domination FE1, S2 2 N 
Flux and Transformation  FE2, FE3 2 N 
5 Psychic Prison FE1 1 N 
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6 None  0 N 
Section C: Command and Control Metaphors 
Metaphor Context User Codes Count 
Candle Command and Control arguably perpetuates a bigger the disaster a throw 
more resources perspective criticised by the work of Quarantelli (2006), 
Lagadec (2007) and Bissell (2013) amongst others.  Following the UK 
field-study the author developed a metaphor where Command and 
Control is likened to using a candle to provide increasing amounts of light 
rather than using other technology such as oil lamps and electricity to 
articulate limitations of and single loop learning around Command and 
Control usage in disasters and catastrophes.  
All participants (Author inject) 15 
Virus/Antidote Organism metaphor derivative that provides a theoretical alternative to 
existing Command and Control systems – a decentralised autonomous 
bolt on to ICS/NIMS  
FE2, S3, E3 (Author inject) 2 
Please see Appendix: 7 which details all linguistic metaphors found within the USA transcripts 
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The metaphors contained in Fig 4.10 Section A provide an overview of the metaphorical 
language used by the 15 US participants to convey their views.  The 8 triangulated metaphors 
(from a total of 49 induced) are considered significant within section B of the findings.  Similarly 
to the UK findings, the top ranked US metaphor was Status is Position and was used by 13 
participants.  Progress is Forward Motion metaphors (Looking down the road, don’t get tunnel 
vision you wanna look ahead) ranked 2nd and was used by 7 participants.  Cooking related 
metaphors (I suppose it could be boiled down to I’m senior to you) ranked joint 3rd with the 
Obstacles to Action are Obstacles to Motion metaphors (we had a centralised reporting system 
which allowed us to push the communication out to services), noted in 6 transcripts.  In 4th was 
the Ideas are Constructed from Objects metaphor (so let’s call a unified command and so… 
just building… based on based on resources based on the need of what is actually needed for 
that event) used by 5 participants.  In joint 5th appearing in 4 transcripts were the Games and 
Play (step up to the plate), Good is Up (the up side of emergency management in this country 
is that each that each level of government is somewhat independent of the other the downside 
is that each is each level is somewhat independent of the other, there you go) and Conducting 
Research is Solving a Puzzle (certainly NIMS and ICS are the key… the key pieces erm in in 
the Command and Control picture).  The findings in Section B illustrate that that Morgan’s 
Culture metaphor appeared in 10 transcripts, Political System and Organism in 8 and Machine 
in 6.  Instrument of Domination and Flux and Transformation appeared twice respectively and 
Psychic Prison once.  No US participant selected the None of the Above option.  Section C 
contains 2 Command and Control related metaphors, namely the Command and Control as a 
Candle which offers a critique of existing models and the Virus/Antidote perspective, offering 
the potential for new or alternative ways of conceptualising emergency response operations 
which is developed in chapter 6. 
4.4 Individual Linguistic Metaphor Findings 
 
The sections below provide examples of participants’ usage of individual metaphors drawn from 
the interview transcripts.  
4.4.1 Shared Metaphors 
 
This section provides examples of the 5-shared metaphors.  
4.4.1.1 Status is Position 
 
Lakoff, Espenson and Schwartz’s (1991) Status is Position metaphor was the most commonly 
found appearing in 26 of 30 transcripts (13 UK and 13 US) thus it was widely understood as it 
was used by all but 4 participants.  It refers to the status of a group or individual being related 
to their relative height for example “he ranks above me” or “they are low class” (Lakoff, 
Espenson and Schwartz 1991) (p 58). Relevant examples are shown in Fig 4.11 below: 
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Fig 4-11: Status is Position Quotes 
Participant Country Quote 
CG1 UK “If I work from the top down (laughing) which maybe isn’t the 
way a lot of others see it obviously we have COBR Cabinet 
Office Briefing Room” 
CG2 UK “It was really easy as Head of Resilience to put the plans action 
into place so that was about bringing people together bringing 
Resilience Advisors together erm knowing what was going on 
on the ground” 
CG3 UK “The PM (Prime Minister) to the PC (Police Constable) the very 
very top to the very very bottom of the span” 
LG2 UK “COBR for example if you had a situation where there was a 
fire in Durham and suddenly the instructions came from on 
high London for example” 
LG3 UK “The sort of the go ahead or the referral upwards if you like is 
quite clear (authorisation to act)” 
P1 UK “You’ve got your chief execs so below me in the gold (Police 
Gold Commander referring the Gold Command)” 
P2 UK “Being a bronze and then they step up to silver” 
P3 UK “On the ground (frontline responders)” 
F1 UK “It’s fair to say that those relationships as you go up become 
more up the command levels between gold sorry bronze silver 
and then gold as you go up the personal the getting to know 
the individual commanders is possibly more important or more 
vital or beneficial “ 
F2 UK “People moving up to gold and dipping back to silver” 
F3 UK “Worked my way up to erm Watch Manager (height equals 
success)” 
A1 UK “I was sat at gold I would expect a tactical plan to come up and 
for me go fine sign it date and send it back down saying initiate 
that plan” 
A3 UK “Sometimes a higher level for instances if COBR is getting 
involved” 
FE1 US “He (FEMA Administrator) will in turn delegate certain 
authorities down to the regional administrators 
FE2 US “Each group underneath that has a span of control under it so 
that it is basically a pyramid effect “ 
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S1 US “The various components all the way up through the federal 
level” 
S2 US “What works well is the willingness of different levels of 
government to help the lower level of government when in 
need” 
S3 US “You might have a local EOC or above that level you might 
have a county EOC” 
LE1 US “People come in from the entry level and they progress up 
through” 
LE2 US “All I care about is when the Incident Commander is who the 
heck is in charge of that you know he’s got the list of 
underneath him of all the people so I say to him get this done 
and he goes okay and he tells these people this is what they 
need to do” 
LE3 US “By the time it gets down to the local level there is so much 
area for… or scope for misinterpretation or interpretation 
depending on your view that we have over one county to the 
next slightly different approaches to something that should just 
be very simple” 
FR1 US “It will always defer down to the next senior person” 
FR2 US “Our fire fighters embrace it they understand it they’re eager to 
use it younger fire fighters are eager to get up into that role cos 
they… there’s definitely the leadership component to it” 
FR3 US “I’ve been with the department for 22 years and I’ve worked 
very hard erm starting at the… in the wildfire world starting at 
the end of a shovel erm and I’ve worked my way up to be a 
Senior Manager in and a Senior person in our Incident 
Command System” 
E1 US “I oversee all the Command and Control on the ground” 
E3 US “I observe Command and Control on that rung when I’m sitting 
out back at the Operations Desk… the Emergency Operations 
Center” 
4.4.1.2 Progress is Forward Motion 
 
Lakoff, Espenson and Schwartz’s (1991) Progress is Forward Motion metaphor was the 5th and 
2nd most commonly used within the UK and US findings.  It’s meaning is conveyed by relative 
motion; it is a derivative of the Change is Motion metaphor where the source domain is the 
motion and target domain is the change of state, for example “we fall back 2 steps for every 1 
we take” or “things are at a standstill – no progress is being made” (Lakoff, Espenson and 
196 | P a g e  
 
Schwartz 1991) (P 16).  Fig 4.12 below provides a range of quotes that illustrate usage of the 
Progress is Forward Motion metaphor by the sample-frame: 
 
Fig 4-12: Progress is Forward Motion Quotes 
Participant Country Quote 
CG2 UK “Just understand the situation is understand what you’ve got to 
do and then just step back 10 minutes isn’t gonna make a 
difference certainly at my level erm you know the actions 
already starting to happen at local level and if you just step 
back it’s fantastic so it’s letting people get on with what they 
should do” 
CG3 UK “We would dearly like to see proposals go forward how the 
collective the LRF can consider how we will in informational 
terms support the SCG” 
F1 UK “So there needs to be that learning loop in place as well so that 
the organisation are moving forward erm and that again 
feeds* all the way back through “ 
F3 UK “They built them a home from home over there which it was 
sort of a backwards step really” 
A2 UK “We’re going in to erm back to the way we were” 
FE2 US “It was trying to catch up in terms of what their responsibilities 
was who they were answerable to and how it was supposed to 
go forward” 
S1 US “We knew ahead of time” 
S2 US “We weren’t there back in the day we can talk about it all we 
want” 
LE3 US “It’s sad in this day and age after Katrina and 9/11 I mean in all 
these incidents and… it’s almost almost like they’re going 
back to where it was before and I just cringe because we’re 
better than that” 
FR3 US “They often fail to think of the fact that there’s a lot of other 
things that are required erm in order to keep the operational 
side of an incident moving forward” 
4.4.1.3 Cooking 
 
Cooking related expressions were the 1st general category metaphors found in both the UK and 
US findings.  This category was designed to be extremely broad to capture all linguistic 
metaphors that could potentially occur within the English language.  As such the resulting 
metaphors were more generalised than either the Master Metaphor List or Morgan’s metaphors.  
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Cooking is an accepted function of day-to-day life so it was not too unexpected that a common 
linguistic understanding occurred based on such expressions.  Furthermore, their emergence 
matches the work of Tomlinson (1986) whose research noted metaphors of cooking used to 
explain writing processes.  A sample of usage in the context of emergency management can 
be seen in Fig 4.13 below:  
 
Fig 4-13: Cooking Quotes 
Participant Country Quote 
P2 UK “If it starts to bubble activate Silver” 
P3 UK “You are carving up the operation into who’s got the 
responsibility for what” 
F2 UK “Constantly kept stirring the silver pot (senior commanders 
interference)” 
FE1 US “It distils it down yep practical application” 
S3 US “I suppose it could be boiled down to I’m senior to you” 
LE2 US “We use what they call the 20 minute rule if you haven’t 
effectively made some steam in this thing after 20 minutes you 
better start thinking about coming up with a different erm tactic” 
4.4.1.4 Games and Play 
 
Similar to Cooking and also drawn from the general category, Games and Play are also an 
integral part of social life and human interaction thus such references are to be expected in 
natural language.  These findings reflect McAllister’s (2015) chess as a metaphor for intra-
organisational politics, and Nisula et al’s (2015) play as a metaphor of creativity.  Games and 
Play ranked 4th and 5th in the UK and US findings respectively.  Examples of its use can be 
found in Fig 4.14 below:  
 
Fig 4-14: Games and Play Quotes 
Participant Country Quote 
CG1 UK “You know our military colleagues who quite often say will you 
not ask us to the party because there may not be anything 
that we can directly do erm even though you might not be able 
MACA or whatever we still might be able to share our expertise” 
LG3 UK “Interoperability has been is described in NATO as a state of 
mind you can give people the train set but unless they are 
prepared to play nicely together with it then there’s really no 
point” 
P2 UK “We had our little erm scrum down (multi-agency 
collaboration)” 
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LE2 US “Now I don’t have that resource I have to go find it so that’s a 
whole different ball game for an emergency manger” 
FR1 US “You’re dealing with the people who don’t wanna play in the 
sandbox… remember I said the stupid and the ignorant 
individual” 
E3 US “You can do all the courses you like but unless you’ve 
experienced putting them into play it can be quite difficult” 
4.4.1.5 Conducting Research is Solving a Problem 
 
The Conducting Research is Solving Problems metaphor ranked 5th in both the UK and the US 
and is drawn from the Master Metaphor list, an example of which is “he finally got the pieces to 
fall into place” (Lakoff, Espenson and Schwartz 1991) (p 134).  Relevant examples are shown 
in Fig 4.15 below: 
 
Fig 4-15: Conducting Research is Solving Problems Quotes 
Participant Country Quote 
CG3 UK “But actually ensuring that the multi-agency the bigger picture 
was erm was achieved sustained and fed into” 
LG1 UK “It’s just one slice of the fuller picture” 
F1 UK “The individual organisation fits in with the big picture” 
A1 UK “Which is ignore what’s going on on the ground and make sure 
the information is going back you know feed the bigger 
picture” 
FE3 US “Certainly NIMS and ICS are the key… the key pieces erm in 
in the Command and Control picture” 
S2 US “With resources in hand erm in line with statutes and 
regulations that support those resources erm statutes 
regulators or state government or US government agencies 
use that money for its intended purpose to in emergency 
management to save lives mitigate against property and erm 
recover from incidents and organise themselves for that 
intended purpose to lessen the effects of disaster response 
when we have to and recover as quickly as possible and 
prepare for all of that stuff all of the time and so they 5 those 5 
mission areas that I mentioned earlier in order to do that 
prevention protection mitigation response recovery and folded 
into all those is preparedness so that’s the big picture as I see 
it” 
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FR1 US “Command and Control is understanding erm number 
understanding your role and the entire picture” 
E2 US “To show that how their role fits into the bigger picture, well I 
have seen somebody at their worst and I pick them up, don't 
realise it and I drop them off” 
4.4.2 Individual Metaphors – United Kingdom 
 
The section below details examples of the 6 individual linguistic metaphors noted in the UK 
findings.  
4.4.2.1 Natural World 
 
The Natural World general category metaphor ranked 2nd and is a reflection of how the UK 
participants make sense of the world around them by referring to and conceptualising it by 
relating it to the natural environment surrounding them to ensure understanding.  Fig 4.16 below 
offers a sample of quotes: 
 
Fig 4-16: Natural World Quotes 
Participant Country Quote 
CG1 UK “An incredible amount of effort and time that goes into the 
planning and the operation itself and then hooray hooray 
nothing goes wrong so everyone breathes a sigh of relief and 
goes back into their rabbit holes, no one captures the 
learning so you start all over again and actually I think we’re 
very good we’re better at learning when the shit hits the fan” 
CG2 UK “I think it’s actually gone back into its shell I think because 
we’ve had austerity people have lost erm the use of erm the 
have lost their their erm their whole sphere of what can go into 
an LRF and you see less and less voluntary sector 
involvement” 
F2 UK “So you have to learn how to work with that and to try and ruffle 
feathers occasionally. Smooth ruffled feathers over” 
A3 UK “Feeding the beast at the top sometimes takes priority to 
actually responding on the ground” 
4.4.2.2 Construction 
 
Construction metaphors ranked 3rd in the UK findings and is a general category metaphor.  
Similar to Natural World and indeed all of the general category metaphors, its meaning and 
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broader understanding are more of a general linguistic trait then a specific emergency 
management concept.   
 
Fig 4.17 below provides a range of samples to illustrate how the UK participants used the 
metaphor 
 
Fig 4-17: Construction Quotes 
Participant Country Quote 
CG1 UK “Under the previous administration there was I think… how did 
they describe it a long screwdriver where I can’t say exactly 
which incidents where COBR would sit… be trying to give 
direction to the local gold commander when it wasn’t a national 
it wasn’t a significant” 
P1 UK “The interoperability aspect we’re talking about common sets 
of building blocks that can be used together” 
P3 UK “Cement the learning by involvement in further exercises” 
F2 UK “So to drill it down another level” 
4.4.2.3  Acting On is Feeding 
 
The Acting is feeding metaphor, such as “I couldn’t stomach that kind of treatment any longer”, 
is drawn from Lakoff, Espenson and Schwartz’s (1991) (p 44) Master Metaphor List, and ranked 
joint 4th in the UK findings.  The base premise of this metaphor is that feeding offers a process 
of transitivity; Fig 4.18 below provides a range of quotes illustrating usage: 
 
Fig 4-18: Acting is Feeding On Quotes 
Participant Country Quote 
CG2 UK “At local you have got the Strategic Coordinating Group that’s 
set up by erm that’s headed up by usually the Assistant Chief 
or Chief that’s really crucial that’s what I feed into national as a 
Resilience Advisor”  
LG3 UK “Most of the time you end up feeding the beast literally getting 
the SITREP together rather than actually doing what you need 
to be doing a lot of the time so it’s kind of juggling your priorities” 
F2 UK “Spending more time actually feeding the beast upwards and 
just feeding information” 
A1 UK “Which is ignore what’s going on on the ground and make sure 
the information is going back you know feed the bigger picture” 
4.4.2.4 Navigation 
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Navigation ranked joint 5th.  Similar to other general category metaphors it is grounded within 
issues found in day-to-day life, and was used as the basis for communicating shared meaning.   
Fig 4.19 below provides examples: 
 
Fig 4-19: Navigation Quotes 
Participant Country Quote 
CG1 UK “My boss spent 15 minutes waiting to come back to me gave 
me the green light” 
CG1 UK “I’m deliberately keeping it very very broad not trying to read 
by road” 
LG1 UK “Emergency planners have this a bit of a habit at looking for 
ways to circumnavigate structures and systems to try and get 
information” 
F1 UK “You know there’s some research out there that says an 
incident commander’s span of control in a highly mobile 
incident is probably in the 3 to 5 region so it’s on the right 
track” 
4.4.2.5 The Mind is a Container for Objects 
 
Lakoff, Espenson and Schwartz’s (1991) (p 94) the Mind is a Container for Objects metaphor; 
“I can’t get this idea out of my mind”, ranked joint 6th in the UK findings.  Fig 4.20 below provides 
a sample to illustrate participant usage of the metaphor: 
 
Fig 4-20: The Mind is a Container for Objects Quotes 
Participant Country Quote 
CG1 UK “It’s amazing the amount of experience there is out there” 
P2 UK “It’s all coming straight in to you (communications)” 
P3 UK “There are only so many things that you can fit into 1 human 
head (complexity of response operations)” 
F1 UK “The same information that was getting pushed out to various 
different sources” 
4.4.2.6 Clothes and Shopping 
 
The 7th and final UK individual metaphor was Clothing and Shopping, which was drawn from 
the general category: examples are listed in Fig 4.21 below: 
 
Fig 4-21: Clothing and Shopping Quotes 
Participant Country Quote 
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CG1 UK “It works very effectively where you have a very strong gold 
commander and that might be a gold commander who’s got a 
police hat on or occasionally where you’ve had a health hat or 
also erm a fire lead” 
CG2 UK “Certainly if 1 size doesn’t fit all, they know what the other 
sizes are” 
F2 UK “More in the shop window at silver” 
A3 UK “I’m now wearing a different hat (prior experience in a different 
uniform)” 
4.4.3 Individual Linguistic Metaphors – United States of America  
 
The section below details the 2 individual linguistic metaphors noted in the US findings. 
4.4.3.1 Obstacles to Action are Obstacles to Motion 
 
The Obstacles to Action are Obstacles to Motion metaphor, i.e. “we are fighting an uphill battle” 
is noted in Lakoff, Espenson and Schwartz’s (1991) (p 31) Master Metaphor List and ranked 
joint 3rd in the US findings.  Fig 4.22 outlines examples of how US participants used this 
metaphor: 
 
Fig 4-22: Obstacles to Action are Obstacles to Motion Quotes 
Participant Country Quote 
S1 US “When our fire departments go to a structure fire for example 
they know they’ve got to make sure that first people are out of 
the building and secondly they are gonna hit it with everything 
you know” 
S2 US “Going in to the long term recovery it erm taxes those who are 
able rise to the occasion” 
E2 US “We had a centralised reporting system which allowed us to 
push the communication out to services” 
E3 US “It’s difficult to integrate the only way around it is usually to use 
a nautical term to jury-rig the system by the commander erm 
rather than the system itself” 
4.4.3.2 Ideas are Constructed from Objects 
 
The Ideas are Constructed Objects metaphor, i.e. remembering is reconstructing, and was 
drawn from Lakoff, Espenson and Schwartz’s (1991) (p 97) Master Metaphor List ranked 4th in 
the US findings.  Fig 4.23 below provides a sample of relevant quotes: 
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Fig 4-23: Ideas are Constructed Objects Quotes 
Participant Country Quote 
FE3 US “I can break it down to what I think is the most fundamental 
Tony the ability erm to provide leadership during the mission” 
S2 US “Budgets and allocation rules and statutes all of those things 
can be thrown out of the window at the time of an emergency” 
E3 US “So let’s call a unified command and so… just building… 
based on based on resources based on the need of what is 
actually needed for that event “ 
LE2 US “The rescue’s done now it’s recovery so these are the layers 
of recovery” 
4.4.4 Morgan’s Metaphors 
 
This section presents the detailed findings for Morgan’s metaphors building on the synopses 
provided in Figs 4.9 and 4.10.  6 of Morgan’s 8 metaphors were noted in the transcripts. 
4.4.4.1 Culture 
 
In terms of triangulated usage of Morgan’s metaphors, the sample frame used Culture most 
frequently, as it was located in 21 of 30 transcripts.  This is an interesting finding because 
Schein (2010) (p18) defines culture as “a pattern of shared basic assumptions learned by a 
group as it solves its problems of external adaptation and internal integration”.  So, linguistically 
Command and Control is believed to be a pattern of shared basic assumptions, which 
contradicts the empirical findings.  This indicates a divergence between the 2 sets of findings.  
Fig 4.24below provides a sample of how participants used the Culture metaphor: 
 
Fig 4-24: Culture Quotes 
Participant Country Quote 
LG2 UK “The way (blue-light) staff are brought up in those 
environments” 
P3 UK “It’s part of our culture” 
F1 UK “Rather than a standard definition erm it’s a way of life for us 
erm it’s trained in for every fire fighter you know the minute the 
start training” 
S3 US “It starts with the training and the education erm there’s a 
cultural piece that I suspect that is important erm not 
everybody is attuned or works well in you know in a Command 
and Control situation some people aren’t willing to subordinate” 
LE2 US “It’s automatic for us” 
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E3 US “The (Forestry Service) Fire fighter is like the man at this stuff 
he is an example of… he knows it he preaches it he does it 
and they have to because they’ve got so many people on the 
ground that erm you screw up and fire fighters are dead so they 
have to be the experts in that’s where it came from” 
4.4.4.2 Organism 
 
Organism ranked 2nd in both the UK and US findings and its usage reflects the flexibility theme 
noted in the content analysis.  Fig 4.25 below continues samples of usage of the Organism 
metaphor:  
 
Fig 4-25: Organism Quotes 
Participant Country Quote 
CG3 UK “They relatively quickly adapted to I wouldn’t even say they did 
it deliberately it evolved in that the structure become less 
formalised about gold level about silver level and more about 
sharing information coordination and ensuing each agency has 
the information the right information and the right 
understanding of that information” 
F3 UK “The incident command system itself is being developed all the 
time so it’s evolving” 
A1 UK “Implementation of actions it’s a living cell as as far as I’m 
concerned” 
FE1 US “I think we were learning and it’s evolving we’re getting better 
at it” 
S2 US “That it’s got to be flexible it’s got to be scalable and we could 
go into a dozen different descriptors erm so that it’s not an 
inflexible organisation that can morph with the situation and if 
it can’t morph with changing conditions then it’s gonna break” 
FR3 US “A state like Maine we have no choice we have no choice but 
to adapt and adopt it because with the limited number of 
resources that we have in this state if something significant like 
Hurricane Sandy happens here it’s it’s inevitable we’re gonna 
ask for outside help” 
4.4.4.3 Machine 
 
Given the hierarchical and top-down findings, there was a high likelihood that the Machine 
metaphor would be found in the natural language of the participants.  Indeed, it ranked 3rd in 
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both the UK and US, which differs slightly from the empirical rankings data as this metaphor 
ranked 3rd in the UK and 2nd in the US.  Fig 4.26 below provides examples of use: 
 
Fig 4-26: Machine Quotes 
Participant Country Quote 
CG2  UK “There needs to be understanding of when certain parts of 
Command and Control are used and utilised so when you when 
you operate them when you bang them in you em start them 
up*” 
LG3 UK “I would guess erm to a large extent erm situations where erm 
we can break down sort of component parts in to some 
things that have to be you know a certain level of competence” 
P2 UK “There is more of a willingness to push the button now 
(activate emergency plans)” 
FE3 US “To erm distribute the messages and the direction erm that are 
part of the erm the leaders intent and also the by-products of 
the planning erm planning functions and other functions that 
are critical to Command and Control” 
S1 US “The various components all the way up through the federal 
level” 
FR3 US “We saw as soon as we walked in the room these people aren’t 
operating as we say on all 8 cylinders I mean they we were 
spluttering” 
4.4.4.4 Political System 
 
Somewhat surprisingly the Political System metaphor only triangulated within the US findings 
where in ranked 2nd.  This may be explained by the US governmental system that can be 
described as hyper-political in comparison to the UK, which is relatively simplistic (Sylves 2008).  
Fig 4.27 below outlines relevant example:  
 
Fig 4-27: Political System Quotes 
Participant Country Quote 
FE2 US “There are a lot of individual personalities in each one of the 
states that we do that… we serve in New England each one of 
the State Directors each one of the people that work for the 
State Directors and you have to be respectful for the fact that 
you are in their state and there’s some times erm… sometimes 
people have a tendency to come in with a save the world 
attitude and fail to recognise… they need to understand that 
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they are working within someone else’s jurisdiction it’s it’s not 
their place it’s somebody else’ place and we’re in support of 
whatever they’re doing” 
LE3 US “You had a mayor trying to dictate emergency management 
that doesn’t work we’re the professionals we do it for a living 
we plan for this we exercise for this let us do our job the Mayor 
of XX XXXX did not do that” 
FR3 US “I ultimately I work for the Governor of the State of Maine and 
erm you know I might have a large wildfire 10,000 acre wildfire 
that I’m managing but the governor is the chief executive officer 
for the state of Maine he would be considered an agency 
administrator and he while he would not have influence directly 
on how I do things tactically or strategically he may influence 
on how I set objectives based on the fact that there are certainly 
always political considerations when it comes to managing any 
type of incident and the fact ultimately he’s our boss” 
4.4.4.5 Flux and Transformation 
 
Morgan’s (2007) Flux and Transformation metaphor ranked 4th in the UK findings, which was 
surprising given the basis of the metaphor is that structures develop from chaos and complexity.  
These traits would seem to be a natural link to the participant’s strong-held views that 
Command and Control brings order to the chaos but this wasn’t the case (Oates and Fitzgerald 
2007).  Fig 4.28 below illustrates usage of this metaphor: 
 
Fig 4-28: Flux and Transformation Quotes 
Participant Country Quote 
CG2 UK “There are people you know aren’t new in it there are people 
that’ve been doing resilience for many years and they say that’s 
fine we’ve always done it and that’s you know do you not 
understand that actually things are changing” 
F3 UK “They’re developing all the time, there’s so many new 
initiatives and new ideas coming to the fore” 
A2 UK “Yea a mean Command and Control it’s completely 
changing” 
4.4.4.6 Summary of Linguistic Findings 
 
The linguistic data captured accessed the natural spoken language of the sampled 
practitioners, and achieved Objective 3, which sought to “produce linguistic and visual data that 
encapsulates emergency management practitioner’s views on Command and Control”.  
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Section A of Figs 4.9 and 4.10 provided an overview of metaphorical phrases that can be used 
to promote general linguistic understanding across organisations.  The most common 
metaphor, within both data sets, was Status is Position, for example “it will always defer down 
to the next senior person” which, reflects the top-down perspective often associated with 
Command and Control.  All of the listed metaphors are understood by at least 3 organisations 
thus, they offer the beginnings of metaphor-based communication enhancement system or 
language.  This is because the conversational usage of the induced metaphors can assist the 
transferal and reception of jointly understood meaning in a multi-agency setting.   The cognitive 
meanings afforded by the linguistic metaphors actually go beyond Command and Control 
broadening into general language, the higher the count the greater the likelihood of mutual 
understanding amongst conversationalists, illustrating potential wider application of metaphor 
based approaches.  
 
Section B illustrates the usage of Morgan’s (2007) metaphors within the interview transcripts.  
Though the tables illustrates all expressions, those considered significant are those triangulated 
across 3 organisations.    Notably, Morgan’s metaphors were found in the natural spoken 
language of all but one participant, A3, indicating that this theory is linguistically relevant to 
emergency management.  
 
Culture was the most frequently used of Morgan’s metaphors across both UK and US data sets, 
followed by Organism, though Political System also ranked 2nd in the US, Machine ranked 3rd, 
with Flux and Transformation and Instrument of Domination ranking 4th in the UK and US 
respectively.  Section C presented 7 induced metaphors of Command and Control, which 
informed the development of a suite of learning tools discussed in chapter 6.  These include 
Precious Metals, Spinning Plates, Herding Cats, Golden Thread, Banging Your Head Against 
of the Wall, Candle and Virus/Antidote, which provide a solid basis for theory development. 
 
The following section provides an overview of the visual metaphors of Command and Control 
drawn by each participant.  There are 30 in total and they are formed into organisational 
groupings of 3 for ease of reading.  The individual metaphors are displayed in landscape 
orientation, and each grouping is followed by collective discussion of the respective visual 
metaphors within the said grouping.  
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4.5 Visual Data – Interpreting Visual Metaphors of Command 
and Control 
 
Visual research is becoming more influential in the social sciences, meaning researchers are 
increasingly engaging with the visual domain (Pink 2012).  The research design was inspired 
by Schachtner’s (2002) work on how medical doctors come to diagnostic and therapeutic 
decisions in cases of vague illness and long and complex searches for diagnosis.  During 
interview, each participant was given a blank template (see Appendix 3) and a pen, then invited 
to draw a visual representation of Command and Control.  No other guidance was provided or 
restriction implied.  The participant was granted “free reign” and as much time as necessary to 
complete the task.  The author did not specify “draw a metaphor or diagram”, thus a broad 
interpretation of “visual metaphor” was adopted within this study.  Interestingly, the task was 
completed within a matter of minutes on each occasion. 
4.5.1 Visual Metaphors – United Kingdom 
4.5.1.1 Central Government  
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 Participant Code: CG2 
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 Participant Code: CG3 
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4.5.1.2 Overview of Central Government Visual Findings 
 
UK Central Government plays an important role in emergency management, providing support 
and guidance to local emergency responders (Dillon 2014, Kapucu 2010).  Sitting at the apex 
of the emergency management hierarchy (see Organigram 1) an expectation of a standardised 
view of Command and Control would be reasonable.  However, participants CG1, CG2 and 
CG3 showed very different interpretations of Command and Control.  CG1 viewed Command 
and Control as a system, CG2 adopted a more traditional organigram approach, and CG3 
adopted a process view. 
 
CG1’s system perspective was built around the idea of Command and Control as a heart at the 
centre of a group of people brought together in a circle, which represented the system.   
 
CG2 displayed a relatively holistic organigram perspective where the GSB framework is linked 
to the community and forms the base of the diagram (H.M. Government 2004c).  The local level 
is linked upwardly to the Cabinet Office Briefing Room (COBR) via the Resilience and 
Emergencies Division (RED), and both RED and COBR are linked into support from the wider 
resilience community (H.M. Government 2012a, H.M. Government 2013a).   
 
CG3 embraced a process view where Command and Control was centred on a situation, which 
was underpinned by an assessment of the problem and actions to resolve the said problem.  A 
cyclical process of situational information and command direction that combines with intent to 
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4.5.1.3 Local Government 
 Participant Code: LG1 
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 Participant Code: LG2 
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 Participant Code: LG3 
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4.5.1.4 Overview of Local Government Visual Findings 
 
Local Government are an important category 1 emergency responder in UK emergency 
management and charged with coordinating the recovery process (H.M. Government 2012a, 
H.M. Government 2013e).  However, Local Government officers are not primarily emergency 
responders as their day-to-roles can include refuse collection, issuing of benefits, housing or 
road maintenance rather than “emergency” response (H.M. Government 2014d).  All 3 visual 
metaphors adopted a hierarchical organigram approach, with senior command appearing at 
the top of the diagrams. 
 
LG1 applied a combination of the UK GSB and COBR framework, annotating internal and multi-
agency Tactical (Silver) cells within GSB and highlighting the scalability of the Bronze level with 
horizontal lateral arrows (H.M. Government 2004c, H.M. Government 2013a).   
 
LG2 adopted a more simplistic interpretation though still within a hierarchical organigram 
context.  The diagram contained 2 nodes: senior command, with few or a single representative 
at the top and junior command with many representatives at the bottom.   
 
LG3 also used an organigram with a single commander appearing at the top annotated with a 
crown to signify authority, with subordinate commanders below who are in charge of larger 
groups of subordinates.  Arrows were used to indicate the flow of authority down from the 
Incident Commander, and arrows on top of the subordinates signify an upward flow of 
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4.5.1.5 Police Service 
 Participant Code: P1 
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 Participant Code: P2 
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 Participant Code: P3 
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4.5.1.6 Overview of Police Service Visual Findings 
 
The Police service is a key part of UK emergency management; their strategic coordination or 
Gold Commander role is pivotal to response coordination (College of Policing 2015a, H.M. 
Government 2004c).  Command and Control is part of day-to-day policing operations as well 
as multi-agency “emergency” response (National Police Improvement Agency 2009a).  P1, P2 
and P3 all framed Command and Control as an organigram focusing on the local level only with 
the multi-agency Strategic Coordination Group (SCG) or Gold Command being seen as the 
highest level in the hierarchy.  
 
P1 marked the SCG and multi-agency Tactical (Silver) command at the top of the diagram, but 
the crux of the diagram was the internal Police Command and Control framework for day-to-
day operations.  GSB methodology was applied internally with derivatives at the Bronze 
(Operational) level for geographic, functional, logistics and investigative command nodes.   
 
P2 used a more simplistic internal application of GSB focused on Police operations with 
firearms, Police Support Unit (PSU), Rendezvous Point (RVP), logistics and intelligence 
Operational (Bronze) command derivatives.   
 
P3 drew a more detailed image, though still localised in its focus, it merged the Police National 
Decision Model (NDM) into a multi-agency interpretation of GSB linking strategy to Gold, 
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4.5.1.7 UK Fire and Rescue Service  
 Participant Code: F1 
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 Participant Code: F2 
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 Participant Code: F3 
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4.5.1.8 Overview of UK Fire and Rescue Service Visual Findings 
 
The UK Fire and Rescue service (FRS) have responsibility within the inner cordon at the Bronze 
level of most “emergencies” (College of Policing 2014).  Command and Control is an integral 
part of day-to-day of FRS activities; generally they are hierarchical paramilitary organisations.  
F1 adopted an organigram approach, whereas F2 framed Command and Control in a physical 
context with the GSB framework used to encircle a notional “emergency” in the centre of the 
diagram (though this is not actually marked).  F3 utilised a more abstract smiley face concept, 
though the face was used to represent a physical floor plan of a command room.  This sample-
frame demonstrated considerable variance in terms of their interpretations of Command and 
Control. 
 
F1 listed COBR (marked as Cobra) at the apex of the Command and Control hierarchy sitting 
above Gold command and the Department of Communities and Local Government’s 
Emergency Room, denoted by CLG command node, which they connected to both COBR and 
Gold.  Below Gold are the FRS and 3 other agency command structures, multiple multi-agency 
Silver commands linking in single-agency Silver commands, which are supported by specialist 
advisors indicated by a horizontally linked node.  The Silvers are in turn linked down to multiple 
Bronze commands at the bottom of the organigram.   
 
F2 applied GSB physically in a top down manner as the layers of the command hierarchy are 
cognitively layered over an imagined “emergency”.  The Bronze, Silver (FRS only) levels of 
command are marked on inner and outer cordons and responsibility is assigned to 
organisations: inner FRS, outer Police.  Multi-agency Silver and Gold commands are marked 
as remote to indicate they are away from the scene. 
 
F3 drew a smiley face, which is also a floor plan for a command room.  The supervisor, denoted 
as Sup, is marked at the top of the diagram and the teeth represent the team members.  The 
smile separates the supervisor from subordinates; the lines of the nose represent 2-way 
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4.5.1.9 Ambulance Service 
 Participant Code: A1 
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 Participant Code: A3 
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4.5.1.10 Overview of Ambulance Service Visual Findings 
 
The Ambulance services have evolved considerably in the last decade.  The introduction of the 
Hazardous Area Response Team (HART) programme means specially trained paramedics can 
now enter the inner cordon alongside the Fire service to provide clinical intervention to patients 
earlier to save more lives (North East Ambulance Service 2011). 
 
A1 and A3 visualised Command and Control in a physical frame, whereas A2 adopted a 
process viewpoint.  A1 applied the GSB framework around a notional “emergency” in a top-
down manner.  The Bronze command was located within the inner cordon, which is sectored, 
and the Silver command was located at the scene on the outer cordon and the Incident 
Command Point (ICP), which acts as the entrance (denoted by “in”) to the cordon is clearly 
marked.  Within the cordon, the Casualty Clearing Station (CCS) for triage, the Survivor 
Reception Centre (SRC) for the non-injured and a Helicopter Landing Site for the most severely 
injured patients are readily identifiable along with a dotted route through from the ICP entrance 
to the exit (denoted by “out”) from the cordon, illustrating the physical nature of this 
interpretation.  The Gold command appears at the top of the diagram and is noted as off-site at 
Police Headquarters (signified by P.H.Q.).   
 
A2 framed Command and Control as a linear (signified by an arrow) ambulance dispatch 
process, which begins with a telephone call at the left of the diagram.  This is followed by triage 
of the patient’s disposition, which is then categorised for dispatch.  This process is underpinned 
by mapping and quicker response resulting in either ambulance dispatch, referral to out of 
hour’s centres, casualty, a Doctor or re-categorisation, then the patient moves on to hospital. 
 
A3 also adopted a physical conceptualisation of Command and Control again applying the GSB 
framework in a top down manner surrounding a notional, though unmarked “emergency” with 
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4.5.2 Visual Metaphors – United States of America 
4.5.2.1 Federal Emergency Management Agency  
 Participant Code: FE1 
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4.5.2.2 Overview of Federal Emergency Management Agency Visual 
Findings 
 
FEMA actively promotes compliance with NIMS doctrine (Federal Emergency Management 
Agency 2014j).  The legal mandate is drawn from Homeland Security Act of 2002 and 
Homeland Security Presidential Directive 5 (HSPD5) (107th US Congress 2002, Jensen 2011, 
Jensen and Waugh 2014, U.S. Government 2003).  An integral part of NIMS is the Incident 
Command System (ICS), which is considered by the Department of Homeland Security (DHS) 
as best practice for on-scene all-hazard incident management (Federal Emergency 
Management Agency 2004).   
 
FE1, FE2 and FE3 all adopted an organigram approach.  FE1 placed command at the top of 
the hierarchy (with the leader in brackets underneath) and annotated the diagram with 
associated human traits of competence, decisive, approachable and integrity.  The lower tiers 
of the hierarchy are connected with downwards flowing arrows, which are also annotated with 
human traits of delegated authority and respect flowing upwards on the left arrow, and 
disciplined instructions plus adherence and loyalty flowing downwards on the right arrow.  
Additional layers in the hierarchy expand down and out increasing the span of control, though 
these are not annotated.  Control is marked at the foot of the diagram with a note stating 
“moving the organization in an effective, coordinated manner with unity of effort to successfully 
address an issue”. 
 
FE2 offered a simpler interpretation.  Their image still used an organigram: however, the 
hierarchy is made up of blank nodes, which are linked to more nodes lower down the diagram, 
which increase in number.  FE3 on the other hand provided a far more detailed organigram, 
which closely resembles the ICS framework.  It contains multiple Incident Commanders, 
denoted by ICs, from different agencies marked at the top of the diagram.  These are grouped 
together in a Unified Coordination Group (UCG) signified by a black encircling line.  The IC 
appears at the top of the hierarchy and is supported by command staff, which collectively sits 
above operations, logistics and finance (denoted by a $ symbol) and 2 blank nodes.  This 
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4.5.2.3 State Emergency Management Agency 
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 Participant Code: SE2 
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4.5.2.4 Overview of State Emergency Management Agency Visual 
Findings 
 
Operating under the direct authority of a governor, State Emergency Management Agencies 
(EMA) are tasked with ensuring the safety and welfare of their citizens (Larsen 2013, Sylves 
2008).  EMAs are subject to the Homeland Security Act of 2002 and HSPD5, and seek to 
implement NIMS/ICS at a state and local level by promoting compliance (Maryland Emergency 
Management Agency N.D.).   
 
SE1, SE2 and SE3 all visualised Command and Control in organigram form, which loosely 
resembled the ICS framework.  SE1 marked the Incident Commander at the apex of the 
hierarchy with safety and public information below; these sit above a single tier consisting of 
operations, planning, logistics and finance, which completed the diagram.  SE2’s diagram 
consisted of a single node at the top indicating the senior commander, which was split into 2 
lower level organigrams.  On the left is a 3-tiered hierarchy consisting of a command and 2 
support nodes in charge of 4 subordinates, each of whom is in charge of 4 subordinates.  This 
was linked upwards to the single command node and horizontal to another organigram, a 3-
tiered hierarchy, which is also linked upwards to the command node.  Interestingly, SE2 also 
offered a second separate image, with the commander at the centre of a spoke-wheel 
configuration of nodes, which is labelled as the traditional model. 
 
SE3 presented a blank organigram approach comprising of a 3-tiered hierarchy.  There is a 
notional, though unmarked, commander with 2 support nodes at the apex of the hierarchy sitting 
above 5 subordinate nodes.  The left most of these is noted as having command of 3 lower-
level subordinates indicating a span of control of 1:3. 
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4.5.2.5 Law Enforcement  
 Participant Code: LE1 
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 Participant Code: LE3 
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4.5.2.6 Overview of Law Enforcement Visual Findings 
 
Law Enforcement in the US can be a fragmented and jurisdictional affair made up of federal, 
state, county, sheriff and municipal agencies meaning that interoperability is a critical issue 
(Embassy of the United States 2015).  Participants LE1 and LE3 drew similar organigrams, 
whereas LE2 employed a spoke-wheel configuration approach. 
 
LE1 provided considerable detail by heavily annotating their diagram, which resembled the ICS 
framework.  The incident commander or unified command, denoted by IC and UC, is marked 
at the top of the hierarchy in the centre of the page; below this is the deputy incident commander 
and liaison, which sit above the operations, logistics, finance and planning chiefs.  The 
operations chief sits above the air and ground units, the logistics chief sits above staging, 
resources and communications and the finance chiefs sit above procurement and post 
containment. 
 
LE2 placed the incident commander, denoted by IC, at the centre of a spoke-wheel 
configuration.  The IC is encircled and linked to other outlying circles by lines, which 
represented communities impacted by a disaster.  A circle, to the right of centre, has IO for 
Incident Officer marked, and there is also a small 2-tiered organigram to the right of the 
encircled IC, with the IC at the apex representing ICS, which was embedded within each circle.  
LE2 signified this by drawing a D from the centre of the circle below the organigram and 
squiggles within each subsequent outlying circle. 
 
LE3 placed the incident commander, signified by IC, at the top of a 3-tiered organigram, which 
also resembled the ICS framework.  The IC sits above a logistics node, which links to a lower 
node, planning is linked to a finance node, and operations to tactical and communications 
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4.5.2.7 US Fire and Rescue  
 Participant Code: FR1 
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 Participant Code: FR2 
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 Participant Code: FR3 
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4.5.2.8 Overview of US Fire and Rescue Services Visual Findings 
 
There are an estimated 30,052 Fire Departments in the US, which includes state forestry, 
municipal, private and volunteer agencies (Haynes and Stein 2014).  ICS was initially 
developed by a group of 7 Fire agencies following extensive problems during the 1970 wildfire 
season in California; the group took the name Firefighting Resources of Southern California 
Organized for Potential Emergencies (FIRESCOPE) developing a system for on-scene multi-
agency coordination that has subsequently become known as ICS (Cole 2000, Jensen and 
Waugh 2014, Moynihan 2007).  The NIMS/ICS combination is the bedrock of US command 
and control and is built on the implicit assumption “that first-responders, especially those in Fire 
Departments, support the ICS approach to response” (Jensen and Yoon 2011) (p 1) though 
support for ICS within Fire services is not universal (Jensen and Waugh 2014). 
 
FR1, FR2 and FR3 all adopted an organigram format similar to the ICS framework, though with 
some minor differences between interpretations.  FR1 marked the local Emergency Operations 
Center (EOC) at the top of the hierarchy at the centre of the diagram, which was linked 
horizontally to the State EOC, which is in turn linked to the Federal EOC.  The Local EOC sits 
above the command node, which can be either single or unified denoted by S/UC.  This is 
supported by policy, which appears in a node to the right and situational awareness, which is 
listed to the left of the command node.  Lines of communication connect Fire, Law Enforcement 
and Emergency Medical Services branch nodes, which are connected to smaller individual 
agency hierarchies marked as tasks, and a collective enlarged single node representing multi-
agency single resources is connected into the bottom of the diagram with an upwards arrows. 
 
FR2 adopted an organigram approach with the incident commander (IC) appearing at the apex 
of the hierarchy supported by a public information officer (PIO) on the left and a safety officer 
(SO) of the right of the lines of communication.  There are 4 subordinate sections; operations, 
finance, logistics and planning left to right, and marked below operations are the Fire 
Department, Police Department and Public Works in what seems to be a hierarchal order.  FR3 
also adopted an organigram approach with the incident commander appearing at the top of a 
3-tiered hierarchy supported by a safety, public information and liaison officers.  Lines of 
communication link the IC to operations, planning, and logistics and finance sections marked 
from left to right.  Operations sit atop air operations and a further hierarchy denotes divisions, 
groups and single resources.  
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4.5.2.9 Emergency Medical Services  
 Participant Code: E1 
 
  
245 | P a g e  
 




246 | P a g e  
 
 Participant Code: E3 
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4.5.2.10 Overview of Emergency Medical Services Visual Findings 
 
Emergency Medical Services in the US can be Fire Department or hospital-based, independent, 
private or voluntary services, and technicians and paramedics must be licensed to work within 
the state within which they are employed (Medic 911 2014, US Department of Transportation 
2015).   
 
E1, E2 and E3 all used organigrams, though there were differences in the respective diagrams.  
E1 presented 2 separate diagrams; the first was a 2-tiered representation of ICS, which was in 
the centre of the page.  The incident commander (IC) is supported by a public information officer 
on the left and a safety officer on the right, who are placed above operations, planning, logistics 
and finance sections.  The second image represents Command and Control at the scene; the 
commander appears at the top of the 3-tiered hierarchy above nodes marked triage, transport 
(TX) and evacuation (evac). 
 
E2 also visualised Command and Control as a 3-tiered organigram.  The hierarchy was 
conceptualised as single agency with the EMS Commander appearing at the top of the diagram 
linked by lines of communications to a triage officer on the left of the diagram.   The triage 
officer has 1st and 2nd triage appearing below but not linked and was horizontally linked to 
transportation; this sits atop and is linked to an ambulances node and is in turn horizontally 
linked to communications, which is then linked to off-scene medical support which appears 
above and to the right. 
 
E3 applied ICS producing an organigram with the incident commander (IC) at the top of a 3-
tiered hierarchy.  The IC is supported by public information and liaison officers, which appear 
on the left and right of the linking lines of communications.  These are marked above operations, 
logistics and planning and finance, which are drawn from left to right across the diagram.  The 
operations section is annotated with Police, Fire and EMS and, logistics with communications 
and food, planning with next operation, and finance with the $ symbol. 
4.5.3 Visual Metaphor Analysis 
4.5.3.1 Visual Metaphor Analysis – United Kingdom 
 
Figs 4.29 and 4.30 below show the findings of the visual metaphor analysis process for the UK 
and US respectively.  Each diagram was analysed according to the interpretative process 
outlined in the methodology to assess the metaphorical significance of the imagery.  Each table 
lists the metaphor or metaphors noted in each diagram, source and a supporting narrative for 
each, and at the foot of each table is a summary count to identify the overall trends.  
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Fig 4-29: Visual Metaphor Analysis – United Kingdom 
Code Metaphor Source Narrative  
CG1 Organism Morgan Heart in the middle of the diagram  
Political System Morgan People circling the heart and table in the middle of the diagram 
CG2 Status is Position Master List GSB/COBR - Higher levels of Command are positioned at the top of the image 
CG3 Brain Morgan Process focused - top down perspective in which the process surrounds the situation 
LG1 Status is Position Master List GSB/COBR - Higher levels of Command are positioned at the top of the image 
LG2 Status is Position Master List Hierarchical diagram with senior levels positioned at the top of the image 
LG3 Status is Position Master List Hierarchical diagram with senior levels positioned at the top of the image 
P1 Status is Position Master List GSB - Higher levels of Command are positioned at the top of the image 
P2 Status is Position Master List GSB Higher levels of Command are positioned at the top of the image 
P3 Status is Position Master List GSB - Higher levels of Command are positioned at the top of the image 
F1 Status is Position Master List GSB/COBR Higher levels of Command are positioned at the top of the image 
F2 Status is Position Master List GSB floor plan - higher levels of Command are positioned at the top of the image with 
cordons surrounding the incident 
F3 Status is Position Master List The team commander positioned at the top of the image 
Organism Morgan Command and Control is represented as a smiling face 
A1 Status is Position Master List GSB floor plan - higher levels of Command are positioned at the top of the image with 
cordons surrounding the incident 
A2 Progress is Forward Motion Master List A process based image with the progression moving from left to right 
A3 Status is Position Master List GSB floor plan - higher levels of Command are positioned at the top of the image with 
cordons surrounding the incident 
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Metaphor Source Count 
Status is Position Master List 12 
Organism Morgan 2 
Political System Morgan 1 
Brain Morgan 1 
Progress is Forward Motion Master List 1 
4.5.3.2 Visual Metaphor Analysis – United States of America 
 
Fig 4-30: Visual Metaphor Analysis – United States of America 
Code Metaphor Source Narrative  
FE1 Status is Position Master List Hierarchical organigram with higher levels of command at the top of the image 
FE2 Status is Position Master List Hierarchical organigram with higher levels of command at the top of the image 
FE3 Status is Position Master List ICS - Hierarchical organigram with higher levels of command at the top of the image 
SE1 Status is Position Master List ICS - Hierarchical organigram with higher levels of command at the top of the image 
SE2 Status is Position Master List Hierarchical organigram with higher levels of command at the top of the image 
SE3 Status is Position Master List Hierarchical organigram with higher levels of command at the top of the image 
LE1 Status is Position Master List ICS - Hierarchical organigram with higher levels of command at the top of the image 
LE2 Political System Morgan Spoke wheel configuration with the Incident Commander is depicted at the centre of a 
network of ICS nodes that may have differing goals 
Brain An alternative interpretation of the diagram is that it represents a network of problem-
solving, decision-making, communication and information processing nodes 
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Status is Position Master List ICS - Hierarchical organigram with higher levels of command at the top of the image.  
However, this was a small addition to the main image added after completion of the 
initial metaphor indicating that it was not the initial conceptualisation  
LE3 Status is Position Master List ICS - Hierarchical organigram with higher levels of command at the top of the image 
FR1 Status is Position Master List ICS/State/Federal - Hierarchical organigram with higher levels of command at the top 
of the image 
FR2 Status is Position Master List ICS - Hierarchical organigram with higher levels of command at the top of the image 
FR3 Status is Position Master List ICS - Hierarchical organigram with higher levels of command at the top of the image 
E1 Status is Position Master List ICS - Hierarchical organigram with higher levels of command at the top of the image 
E2 Status is Position Master List ICS - Hierarchical organigram with higher levels of command at the top of the image 
E3 Status is Position Master List ICS - Hierarchical organigram with higher levels of command at the top of the image 
Metaphor Source Count 
Status is Position Master List 15 
Political System  Morgan 1 
Brain Morgan 1 
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4.5.3.3 Summary of Visual Findings  
 
The use of visual methodology produced rich imagery depicting 30 interpretations of Command 
and Control.  9 of the 15 UK diagrams directly applied the local-level GSB model and 3 of those 
also included the national level COBR structure.  The other 8 images used significantly different 
approaches indicating a limited degree of standardisation.  All 15 US participants represented 
Command and Control as an organigram, of which 13 had either visual or textual reference to 
the ICS on-scene management framework, indicating a higher degree of commonality than UK 
participants.  Notably, only FR1 included local, state and federal levels of command.  
Interestingly, a key trend noted across both UK and US data sets was the prevalence of the 
Status is Position metaphor, which, despite some variation in the diagrammatic representation, 
indicated a shared hierarchical and top-down frame, which is highly significant and is revisited 
in chapter 5.   
4.6 Chapter Summary 
 
This chapter presented a range of findings collated and processed to achieve the stated Aim 
and Objectives.  A review of how the presented findings address the CRQ and SRQs is provided 
below: 
4.6.1 How the Findings Answer the Research Questions 
 
The qualitative findings presented covered 3 aspects; thematic content and linguistic metaphor 
analysis was followed by the application of visual methodology.   
 
The key content analysis themes were terminology and concept uncertainty, which resulted in 
frequent misunderstanding, miscommunication and misinterpretation, or to use a metaphor, 
organisations are simply “not on the same page”.  Whilst, leadership and relationships with 
other organisations were viewed as critical to success by US participants.  Conversely, a single-
loop learning process emerged as a key theme from the UK findings and this was also evident 
in the US findings but to a lesser extent.  The view that Command and Control is essential was 
almost universal.  Interestingly, this theme was not the highest in terms of total count because 
to question this notion seemed almost nonsensical; participants generally did not spend much 
time discussing it as to them the question seemed trivial and almost disrespectful.  Responses 
include: S2: “it’s essential… absolutely… erm without it all you would have is chaos” and LE2: 
“oh yea absolutely”.  Participants simply moved on without engaging in deeper discussion and 
a number laughed heartily before answering.  This is a notable finding, illustrating the heavily 
embedded nature of the approach and a substantial barrier as any modification to Command 
and Control or implementation of alternative methodologies is likely to be heavily resisted.  This 
was summed up by FE2 who stated, “I think that the struggle that you will have is if you come 
252 | P a g e  
 
up with a system other than Command and Control that works because… because it is firmly 
entrenched in the way people think it will be difficult to get them to change”.   
4.6.1.1 Addressing the Central Research Question (CRQ) 
 
The sections below relate the findings to the CRQ and SRQ (see section 4.1) in order to build 
a comprehensive answer to these questions.  
4.6.1.2 Summary of Findings 
4.6.1.2.1 Research Question 1  
 
 SRQ 1 asked: “is Morgan’s (2007) organisational metaphor theory relevant to UK and 
US emergency management?” 
 
The findings indicate that Morgan’s metaphors are relevant to disaster research, thus 
answering both SRQ 1 and Objective 2, which sought to “assess the relevance of Morgan’s 
(2007) organisational metaphors to UK and US emergency management”.  The simple answer 
to both is yes Morgan’s theory is relevant as 90% (27-30) of sampled practitioners ranked 1 of 
more of the metaphors as relevant to their views of Command and Control.  However, more 
importantly, the findings demonstrated a critical lack of consensus across key organisations in 
UK and US emergency management, which could potentially limit interoperability during multi-
agency emergency response due to a fragmented understanding of Command and Control.  
These findings also demonstrated the communicative potential of metaphor to enhance 
understanding of Command and Control across the sampled organisations, and indeed a wider 
stakeholder base, which is explored in the following chapter. 
4.6.1.2.2 Research Question 2 
 
 SRQ 2 asked: “what metaphors do UK and US emergency management practitioners 
use to make sense of Command and Control?” 
 
The findings presented both linguistic and visual metaphors to answer SRQ2.  The empirical 
findings indicated that Morgan’s Brain, Culture, and Machine, and to a lesser extent Political 
System metaphors resonate with practitioner’s views of Command and Control.  Furthermore, 
the triangulated linguistic metaphors drawn from the interview transcripts using Morgan’s 
(2007) organisational metaphors, the Master Metaphor List (Lakoff, Espenson and Schwartz 
1991) and the General category produced a diverse range of terms that offer an insight into the 
naturalistic language of emergency management that have resonance across multiple 
organisations.  The use of metaphors such as Status is Position; Progress is Forward Motion, 
Natural World and Cooking, and others detailed in Figs 4.9 and 4.10 increase the likelihood of 
understanding when used conversationally in a multi-agency setting.  Also, conceptual 
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metaphors such as Precious Metals, Candle, Spinning Plates, Golden Thread and Virus and 
Antidote that emerged during the interviews provided opportunities to develop learning tools 
that combined both linguistic and visual methodologies.  These communicative tools, 
developed in the following chapter, were designed to enhance critical knowledge of Command 
and Control and push the boundaries of our understanding of the philosophy and capabilities 
of what is both the traditional (McEntire 2007) (p 105) and dominant (Dynes 1994) (p 142) 
approach to emergency management. 
 
The findings also demonstrated the value of visual metaphor with rich imagery depicting how 
key practitioners interpret and make sense of Command and Control, illustrating the power of 
the visual domain (Pink 2012).  Notably, there was variety and diversity between images, 
particularly within the UK data set.  This indicated that understanding of Command and Control 
is somewhat varied corroborating and building upon the empirical and linguistic findings.  There 
were areas of commonality particularly in the use of organigram methodology.  Interestingly, 
despite some diagrammatic variability the Status is Position metaphor was dominant as it was 
noted in 27 of 30 or 90% of images demonstrating a strong hierarchical interpretation of 
Command and Control consistent with the traditional model (McEntire 2015). 
4.6.1.2.3 Research Question 3 
 
 SRQ 3 asked: “Does understanding of Command and Control vary across key 
organisations in UK and US emergency management?” 
 
The findings demonstrated that there is variation in how Command and Control is interpreted 
illustrated by the range of metaphors used to express understanding of the concept.  In a 
linguistic sense, a shared understanding was shown to exist through Morgan’s (2007) Brain, 
Culture and Machine metaphors, and Lakoff, Espenson and Schwartz’s (1991) Status is 
Position, Progress is Forward Motion, Natural World and Cooking metaphors.  Within the visual 
findings 9 of 15 UK participants applied GSB and 13 of 15 US participants applied ICS 
methodology which emergency managers would likely cite as evidence of standardisation. 
Though, 8 of 30 did not interpret Command and Control using their respective frameworks. 
 
Both GSB and ICS are local Command and Control frame-works, indeed ICS is for on-scene 
management (Cole 2000).  Only 4 of 30 participants visualised the holistic national Command 
and Control frameworks detailed in Organigrams 1 and 2 respectively.  The US findings suggest 
that ICS is seen as Command and Control rather than the full national framework of ICS and 
NIMS (Jensen and Waugh 2014, Jensen and Thompson 2015).  Drabek (1986) (p 88) 
highlighted the risks and problems of a limited awareness of the whole Command and Control 
system, which remains the case some 30 years later.  This lack of a holistic perspective is 
exacerbated by the absence of recovery from all diagrams.  This clearly demonstrates that 
recovery is a cognitive afterthought despite being an integrated part of the respective Command 
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and Control frameworks, which supports Jensen et al’s (2014) (p 157) assertion that “recovery 
is subordinate to other functional areas (e.g. preparedness, response, mitigation)”.  This is a 
concern for integrated emergency management moving forward, and needs to be addressed. 
4.6.1.2.4 Research Question 4 
 
 SRQ 4 asked: “Do interpretational differences in Command and Control affect the level 
of interoperability between emergency practitioners?” 
 
A fragmented interpretation of Command and Control has been shown to exist through 
empirical, linguistic and visual methods.  It is a vital concern as the lack of shared, and ideally 
holistic, view can perpetuate an individualistic silo-mentality.  This was a key theme identified 
as having a significantly negative effect on multi-agency Command and Control, which can 
ultimately lead to needless loss of life.  LE3 stated “still to this day law enforcement doesn’t 
want to give fire information, fire doesn’t want to give law enforcement information, EMS can’t 
give information because of private rights patient rights” and “I can give you a hundred 
examples of police officers getting killed because they didn’t have that information before they 
went in and that’s sad and we… we need to fix that I mean all you have to do is look at the 
newspaper… police officer killed because of an ambush, police officer killed because of…”.  In 
order to develop future synergies and efficiencies, and to help alleviate some of these problems, 
the findings herein have been used to develop a suite of learning tools.  These were designed 
to advance and link theory to practice by advocating self-awareness of one’s own 
interpretations and knowledge of Command and Control, develop critical insights and provide 
an effective mechanism to communicate these in a multi-agency context.  The following chapter 
discusses the significance of the findings, and develops a suite of learning tools based on the 
research findings. 
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5 Discussion of Findings 
5.1 Introduction 
 
This chapter consists of 5 sections; an introduction followed by discussions of the empirical and 
content analysis findings so as to develop a critical insight into the key issues that emerged 
from the data.  These insights are then built upon in the third section, which is where this study’s 
principal Contributions to Knowledge are presented.  The content analysis themes and the 
metaphor analysis findings are interrogated for their significance in relation to both the literature 
and practice.  Elaborating on these, a novel framework is proposed for addressing key issues 
identified, namely, the Command and Control Interoperability Tool Box or CCIT-Box.  This suite 
of learning tools was designed to support learning by promoting deeper critical knowledge and 
understanding of Command and Control through the use of linguistic and visual metaphor-
based techniques to fill gaps in knowledge identified within this study.  The tools presented 
address specific issues by linking theory to practice in an accessible mechanism, the individual 
tools constructed and issues focused upon are outlined below: 
 
1. Interoperability Metaphor Analysis (IMA): variable interpretations  
2. Visual Metaphor Analysis (VIA): variable interpretations 
3. Theory of Interoperability Metaphors (TIM) 
4. A Candle: the limitations of Command and Control 
5. A Trivial Pursuit Pie: barriers to interoperability 
6. The Golden Thread: the spine of Command and Control 
7. Spinning Plates: maintaining span of control 
8. A Vaccine: an alternative perspective 
 
Key to the success of the CCIT-Box is its future development; it must be continually shaped, 
refined and added to over time.  This is to ensure that it will remain a “living and breathing” 
entity in the same way an emergency plan needs to continually evolve (Alexander 2002a, 
Swope and Patton 2005).  Please note: the narrative herein, whilst critical does not represent 
a criticism of participants, and thus should not be construed as such.  The author holds each 
individual in the highest of regard, their experiences, professionalism and dedication to duty 
flowed throughout the interviews.  The field-study was a truly inspiring experience; indeed, the 
author was often humbled when participants shared their experiences and it was a privileged 
to hear their stories.  What follows is a critique of the methodology; theory and practice that 
underpins Command and Control intended to develop knowledge. 
5.2 Review of Morgan’s Metaphors Framework 
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The empirical findings based on the application of Morgan’s (2007) metaphors demonstrated 
that interpretations of Command and Control were fragmented, with views lacking a 
standardised frame.  However, some commonality existed based around the Brain, Culture and 
Machine metaphors, illustrating the ability of metaphor to unlock deeper meaning (Lakoff and 
Johnson 2003, Lambert III 2009, Morgan 2007).  The findings demonstrated that Cornelissen 
and Kafouros’ (2008a) view of metaphor as the primary means of conceptualising organisations 
also applies to disaster research.  Furthermore, the non-literal analytical process enabled a 
deeper more meaningful understanding of how practitioners make sense of Command and 
Control, which validated the use of metaphor (Morgan 2007, Renz 2009).   
 
The lack of a dominant metaphor or rather a fully standardised view of Command and Control 
suggests that key organisations are not currently as interoperable as they would like.  This 
validates the push to embed the Joint Doctrine: the Interoperability Framework in the United 
Kingdom (UK), and NIMS in the United States of America (US) advocating that more needs to 
be done (Department of Homeland Security 2008, H.M. Government 2013h).  However, 
research has shown that potential for standardisation is low, which limits the utility of these 
initiatives (Drabek 1985, Jensen and Youngs 2015).  Consequently, a greater understanding of 
Command and Control is needed.   
5.3 Discussion of the Content Analysis Findings 
 
The following section focuses on the 18 UK and 28 US content analysis themes, which 
summarily represent the key emergent issues.   
5.3.1 The Air that Emergency Managers Breathe  
 
The findings clearly demonstrated Command and Control’s dominance (Dynes 1994).  
Practitioners see it as the central pillar on which the field is based, rightly or wrongly, as its 
limitations are well known.  Wenger, Quarantelli and Dynes (1990) (p 8) note, “the diffusion of 
the model has been so rapid and extensive that its acceptance has a number of the 
characteristics that social scientists associate with fads”.  Indeed, Waugh (2009c) (p 172), 
emphasises Craig Fugate’s complaints of “ICS zealots who insist on trying to fit circumstances 
to the technique”.  The findings and the literature demonstrate the speed and depth to which 
Command and Control has embedded within the field which, collectively indicate that it is has 
evolved into something more.   
 
Based on the findings, the author posits that since the emergence of the current frameworks in 
1970s (Anderson and Adey 2012, Bigley and Roberts 2001, Hills 1994, Jensen and Thompson 
2015), Command and Control has grown beyond a mere fad, and can be said to be almost “the 
air that emergency managers breathe” as it dominates thinking and conceptual framing of 
emergency response.  To a certain extent, it has come to represent emergency management 
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in an un-reflexive almost unseen nature as evidenced by the quotes in Fig 4.4 and notably: by 
FE3 below  
 
 FE3 (US): “(Laughing) yep absolutely I don’t think there’s any question that it’s almost 
like erm the engineer on the ship if he’s doing his job erm all things are going well and 
you have that capability nobody really thinks about it but if he’s if he’s got a capability 
is deficient erm everybody is complaining and I’d make that analogy to erm Command 
and Control” 
 
The key point is that “you have that capability nobody really thinks about it”, similar to breathing 
generally nobody really thinks about it until your respiratory system is impaired or you start to 
run out of air (Ionescu 2013).  Breathing is a natural part of the body’s automatic systems, 
though it can be controlled manually through conscious intervention if necessary.  The findings 
indicate that Command and Control’s use has evolved to the point whereby practitioners 
consider it so essential that it is only noticed when it fails which has significant implications for 
systemic learning.  Quite simply, people do not generally focus on breathing unless there is a 
specific need to do so; it is taken for granted an automatic function.  In this vein, awareness is 
not as overt as perhaps it should or could be as it presently forms part of the underlying 
cognitive-systemic fabric of practice: it is the automatic frame.  In all but 3 interviews participants 
would not engage in discussion outside of dominant paradigm.  Indeed, Neal (2014) (p 3) 
cautions that “emergency management is more than response, and it is not Command and 
Control” indicating that this cognitive embeddedness is limiting, or at least restricting critical 
thinking, echoing the conceptually narrow response-centric days of the pre-1970s (Blaikie and 
Wisner 2004, Coetzee and van Niekerk 2012, Lewis, Phillip and Westgate 1976, Stehr 2001, 
Twigg 2004).  
5.3.2 The Essential Nature of Command and Control 
 
Command and Control is regarded as almost sacrosanct.  Gold, Silver and Bronze (GSB) and 
the Incident Command System (ICS) according to Waugh (2009c) exhibit classic Weberian 
traits.  They are centralised, militaristic hierarchies open to the classic Weberian critiques of 
inflexibility, slow and cumbersome decision-making and lacking the adaptability to cope with 
fast moving and uncertain environments typified by disaster (Anderson and Adey 2012, Bigley 
and Roberts 2001, McEntire 2015, Waugh 2009c).  The militaristic origins and intrinsic nature 
of Command and Control play an important factor in explaining why practitioners view the model 
as being so essential.  Military organisations instil a high degree of loyalty and faith in the chain 
of command through doctrine and training: however, Wenger, Quarantelli and Dynes (1990) (p 
12) argue “variants of Command and Control models often create the illusion of effectiveness 
by ignoring a number of issues outside the system”.  This suggests that the systemic faith is to 
a certain extent blind, as participants are either unable or unwilling to look past the existing 
model, associated practices and the underpinning theoretical paradigm.  Furthermore, Wenger, 
258 | P a g e  
 
Quarantelli and Dynes (1989), and Perry (2003) note that disaster response organisations 
regularly talk of Command and Control but question their understanding and actual use of the 
framework.  This raises an interesting question of whether or not it is actually essential or just 
perceived to be so?  However, answering this is beyond the scope of this study and as such is 
a candidate for future research.  See Fig 4.4 for the related quotes. 
 
Unwavering faith to a doctrine is questionable, particularly so in emergency management when 
life is on the line.  CG3 stated “we’re very clear that doctrine is for the guidance of wise men 
and the blind adherence of fools”.  This snappy quote was proffered by a senior UK Central 
Government representative and clearly implies a level of doctrinal flexibility.  However, in the 
UK it is mandated by the Civil Contingencies Act (H.M. Government 2004c) so legally speaking 
there is no opt out, there is no alternative and doctrine by its very nature is there to be followed.  
However, Command and Control’s perceived essential nature is explainable.  Humankind has 
an extensive historic closeness with disaster.  Our development as a species was intertwined 
with disaster in both a social and physical context, which resulted in a collective familiarity with 
disaster.  This social closeness masks our lack of knowledge due in part to the relative newness 
of disaster research in comparison to other more established academic disciplines (Scanlon 
1988, Tierney 1998).  This coupled with perceived systemic benefits embedded by a militaristic 
sense of loyalty ensures that Command and Control exerts and un-due hold because on some 
level practitioners want to believe in the system.  When disaster occurs this belief offers comfort, 
which inadvertently restricts the collective ability to think beyond Command and Control.  This 
is not to say that faith in such frameworks is entirely misplaced as these frameworks have their 
uses.  The issue here is the sole reliance on a single methodology as the basis for disaster 
response.  It is essentially putting all your eggs in one basket without critically evaluating the 
strength and capability of the basket. 
 
Participants were refreshingly open on the strengths and weaknesses of Command and 
Control, and the merits of the underpinning policies and procedures.  There were numerous 
discussions on lessons learned and not learned which validated Pollock’s (2013) research on 
persistent lessons identified, but not subsequently addressed.  Herein is a significant barrier to 
advancement; whilst the professionalism, dedication and expertise of the participants is 
unquestioned their willingness and indeed ability to think beyond Command and Control is.  The 
issues and concerns they raised generally focused on communications and technology in the 
first instance, for example: 
 
 A3 (UK): “we don’t even dispatch in the same way” 
 LE2 (US): “The biggest improvements for Command and Control would be erm 
enhanced (communications) interoperability if there’s a way that they can come up with 
the money to do some enhanced capabilities” 
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The quotes above are indicative of the issues and recommendations.  Whilst all were 
constructive and insightful they remained within what can be termed a single loop learning 
process (Argyris 2002, Houchens et al. 2012).  Participants never questioned whether 
Command and Control was the right methodology for disaster response.  Indeed, FE3 stated “I 
think knowing… the whole organisation knowing that it's the right thing to do” illustrating a strong 
feeling that Command and Control is the right way of doing things. 
5.3.3 Order out of Chaos: Understanding Scale and Complexity 
 
Enabled by the conversational style, the author sensitively introduced critiques of Command 
and Control into the interviews at appropriate junctures and used the induced conceptual 
metaphors (see chapter 6) after they emerged to stimulate critical discussion.  Participants 
engaged actively, showing interest in the critiques.  However, the narrative was brought back 
within the existing Command and Control paradigm with a simple “there’s always got to be 
someone in charge” or “you need to organise the chaos” statement in all but a handful of the 
interviews.  The notable exceptions were FE2 and S3, who were very senior, educated, and 
highly experienced practitioners, and E3 who was relatively young but had experience across 
multiple agencies.  However, all other interviews stayed framed within Command and Control 
methodology.  Participants acknowledged the logic of the critiques and some asked for copies 
of the relevant journal articles, but the Command and Control paradigm remained dominant 
and in many cases actively protected. 
 
The belief that “you always need someone in charge” was akin to a get out clause albeit a 
logical one that resonates closely with the principal ethos of Command and Control 
methodology.  Within the military value system there is a stringent faith in the chain of 
command; on operations when “all hell breaks loose” the embedded cultural ethos of “leave no 
one behind” and faith in command to uphold this sacrosanct value provides comfort and 
strength to soldiers (Halvorson 2010).  However, the notion of a single incident commander is 
contrary to Quarantelli’s (2002) (p 1) synopsis of 40 years of disaster research.  He 
unequivocally states “they find it unrealistic to think that anyone at the height of a crisis could 
be in charge given the lack of information, conflicting and incorrect rumours, and the diversity 
of the many groups involved in such situations”.  Furthermore, the work of Quarantelli (2006), 
Wachtendorf et el (2013) and Bissell (2013) on catastrophes, and Lagadec’s (2007) theory of 
hyper-complexity indicates that it is highly unlikely that someone will be in charge given the 
scale and scope of many “disasters” and “catastrophes”, and Bissell (2013) (p 6) states “that 
modern social and economic systems are so thoroughly intertwined with multiple diverse actors 
that no single command system will be effective in bringing all needed resources to bear on a 
response”.  These perspectives undermine any notion of a single incident commander being in 
overall charge: however, the belief in this need was strongly noted in the findings.  This 
divergence between practitioner and academic perspectives can however be explained through 
faith in the system, reinforced by the tried and tested theme, in that when disaster strikes having 
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or rather believing that someone is in charge can provide reassurance, even if scholarly 
research has proven this to be an unrealistic expectation.  This, in turn, is linked to the 
hierarchical and militaristic nature of Command and Control, and an assumption that someone 
will be coming to the rescue, which is not always the case.  US Emergency management, in 
particular, advocates that you may be on your own for up to 72 hours, in reality it may well be 
longer (Bissell 2013, Federal Emergency Management Agency 2007, Quarantelli 2006).  
 
The concepts of scale and flexibility were key themes, participants believed their respective 
frameworks to have the ability to adapt to any given scenario however, bounded within this was 
a simplistic top-down “the bigger it gets throw more resources at it” mentality (Bissell 2013).  
However, the incident scale theories forwarded by Rohn (2009), Fischer (2003), Quarantelli 
(2006) and Bissell (2013) posit that as the scale increases from disaster to catastrophes and 
beyond, the level of devastation caused is so huge that help is either injured, dead, engaged 
elsewhere or simply cannot get there no matter how great the resource base, as evidenced 
during the responses to Hurricane Katrina and the Tohoku earthquake and tsunami (Committee 
on Homeland Security and Governmental Affairs 2006, United States Geological Survey 2011).  
Furthermore, Jensen (2009) (p 229) points out “urban area disaster response frequently 
exhibits convergence, where many organizations and resources arrive to the disaster site 
simultaneously making the disaster response complex”.  This is true in many incidents, though 
in the most severe of “catastrophes” emergency responder movement is extremely limited as 
scores of personnel are killed or injured.  They are unable to fulfil their duties and due to 
infrastructure damage the road networks are often degraded or impassable even if they are 
able to respond, consequently vital mutual-aid is delayed as response time and distance 
between resources and personnel are exacerbated by the scope and scale of destruction 
(Jensen 2009, Quarantelli 2006).  Lagadec (2007) (p 1) effectively sums this up arguing “recent 
catastrophic incidents repeatedly have overwhelmed traditional mechanisms for crisis planning 
and management, and made them instantly obsolete, in several respects.  The challenge of the 
“unthinkable” – this series of events has clearly shown that complex Western societies today 
are not equipped to confront major crises effectively”.  Worryingly, these findings indicate the 
existence of a significant gap between research and practice, which is why a double loop 
learning process has yet to develop within the field.  Despite, known limitations within academia, 
Command and Control as a conceptual model is strongly believed by practitioners to be 
essential, consider FR1’s remarks: “you have to have Command and Control because in our 
business people get hurt and killed if you don’t”.  
 
This visceral and emotive quote clearly articulates the sentiment and logic that informs the 
continued hold of Command and Control over the field.  It is considered as essential as it is 
ostensibly designed to avert a perceived breakdown of order and a slip into chaos.  Indeed, 
Schneider (1992) (p 143), argues that “it is unrealistic to expect that state and local officials will 
be able to carry out their pre-established duties when there is chaos and extreme disruption 
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permeating the immediate environment” perpetuating a myth that chaos follows disaster.  Whilst 
Schneider’s initial point regarding difficulties undertaking pre-established duties is valid, 
research has repeatedly demonstrated that chaos in disaster is to a certain extent a myth, albeit 
one with a strong influence that pervades media and policy narratives (Barton 1969, Dynes 
1994, McEntire 2015, Neal 2014, Stallings and Quarantelli 1985, Tierney, Bevc and Kuligowski 
2006).  However, despite a general awareness of this myth within the literature the belief that 
disaster results in chaos emerged in the findings as is demonstrated by the Order out of Chaos 
quotes in Fig 4.5.  A review of the quotes in Fig 4.5 demonstrates an underlying narrative 
consistent with Dynes’ (1994) (p 142) dominant model and McEntire’s (2015) (p 112) traditional 
model.  Significantly, the findings established that in the field the strengths of the model are 
more clearly understood than the weaknesses.  This augments the earlier single loop learning 
process finding advocating the need for enhanced critical knowledge.  To aid clarity and 
readability a brief synopsis of the strengths and weakness’ of McEntire’s traditional model is 
provided in Fig 5.1 below: 
 
Fig 5-1: Strengths and Weaknesses of McEntire’s “Traditional” Model 
Strengths Weaknesses  
1. War may have the most adverse impact 
of any disaster 
1. Natural and technological disasters are 
more common 
2. Government is an important factor in 
disaster response operations 
2. Government is not the only actor in 
disaster response operations 
3. Standard Operating Procedures (SOP) 
provide logical guidelines for routine 
emergency situations  
3. SOP’s cannot provide guidance in all 
types of disaster situations  
4. Hierarchy and orders may save lives and 
help to get things done 
4. Top down structures may be slow or 
hinder the response 
5. The desire to bring order to disaster is 
natural and to be expected  
5. There may be order in chaos 
Adapted from: (McEntire 2015) (p 112) 
 
That Command and Control is considered both essential and as bringing order to chaos 
illustrates the continued hold of the traditional model on practice.  The strength of this view 
demonstrated a lack of awareness of McEntire’s critique which supports Jensen and Waugh’s 
(2014) (p 7) argument that the order out of chaos view is prevalent amongst US practitioners 
as it is believed to provide a number of systemic benefits including communications, leadership, 
and efficiency and responder safety.  It is interesting to note that these benefits are seemingly 
widely known and espoused but the intrinsic methodological weaknesses are not.  The literature 
notes a transition towards the “professional” model (Kapucu 2008, McEntire 2007, McEntire 
2015, O'Leary and Blomgren-Bingham 2009, Waugh 2009c).  This aligns with this study’s 
findings as leadership and relationships in both the interpersonal and multi-agency context 
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emerged as important themes.  This is not unexpected given the importance and relative size 
of the leadership and collaboration literature in both the disaster and wider business and 
management fields (Agranoff 2006, Avery 2004, Bass 1985, Crichton, Lauche and Flin 2005, 
Flin and Arbuthnot 2002, House et al. 2002, Kapucu 2008, Kapucu and Van Wart 2008, Kapucu 
2009a, O'Leary and Blomgren-Bingham 2009, Tannenbaum and Schmidt 1973, Waugh and 
Streib 2006).  However, though it was not covered in the literature review, due to its broader 
importance within the discipline and its emergence within the findings the author would be 
remiss for not acknowledging its existence.  However, Wilson and Gosiewska (2014) (p 633) 
argue, “that little has been written about the training of leaders to handle major incidents” and, 
Salmon, Jenkins and Walker (2011) and Borodzicz (2004) noted that research into the selection 
and training of crisis team leaders is lacking, suggesting that more research in this critical area 
is needed.  
 
The study’s findings indicated a clear gap in knowledge relating to the sociology of disaster.  
This demonstrates that the sampled participants, all of whom hold key roles in both UK and US 
emergency management, exhibited limited knowledge of the extensive body of disaster 
sociology research that argues that “there may be order in chaos” (Britton 1988, Drabek and 
Evans 2007, Drabek and McEntire 2002, Dynes 1970, Dynes 1973, Dynes, De Marchi and 
Pelanda 1987, Fischer 2003, Forrest 1988, Kreps 1984, Quarantelli and Dynes 1977, 
Quarantelli 1986, Schneider 1992, Stallings and Quarantelli 1985, Stallings 2005, Tierney 
1998).  This is a critical weakness in the assumptions on which Command and Control is based, 
and in how emergency response operations are conceptualised, building on the findings of 
Groenendaal, Helsloot and Scholtens (2013), and Jensen (2011) (p 12) which “seriously 
question the assumptions upon which NIMS is based”.  Furthermore, Schneider (1992) (p 135) 
emphasises, “the key to a successful governmental response depends upon the extent to which 
post disaster human behaviour corresponds to prior governmental expectations and planning”.  
However, as practice is not fully informed by the significant body of academically sound disaster 
sociology research a knowledge gap and operational vulnerabilities clearly exist as the policies, 
standard operating procedures and practices based on this limited perspective are not based 
on the reality of what actually happens post-disaster.  In that sense, existing Command and 
Control frameworks, such as GSB and ICS, are more frameworks for what practitioners want 
to happen post-disaster rather than frameworks for what will actually happen as they based on 
“false-assumptions and inappropriate analogies” (Dynes 1994).  Thus, they are theoretically 
limited in what they can achieve when faced with the most severe of “disasters” and 
“catastrophes” (Bissell 2013, Quarantelli 2006). 
 
The findings indicate that GSB has becomes a metaphor, similarly ICS/NIMS has become the 
generic brand for Command and Control much in the same way that the Dyson, and Hoover 
before it, are used as generic terms for all types of vacuum cleaners (Lincoln and Thomassen 
2009) (p 117).  However, Command and Control is much more; the frameworks are applications 
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of the underlying philosophy and indeed “NIMS is broader in scope, (and) claims to be 
applicable in all phases of emergency management” (Jensen 2009) (p 222).  This creation of a 
brand identity raises potential problems.  Consider LE1’s comment when asked about the 
origins of Command and Control: 
 
 LE1 (US): “That’s a good question erm I’d say probably the military if I you know from 
my stand point I’d say it probably started in the military as far as the ICS portion goes 
that originated around 9/11 when we had the terrorist attacks on 9/11” 
 
Whilst the quote indicates an understanding of the militaristic origins of Command and Control, 
the reference to ICS developing post 9/11 is in fact incorrect, as we have seen within the 
literature review it developed much earlier in the 1970s (Cole 2000, Federal Emergency 
Management Agency 2004).  However, from a certain perspective there is an element of truth 
in the statement if you consider NIMS as the new brand of ICS, indeed it is a key component 
of the NIMS framework.  ICS may be viewed as a re-branding of the National Interagency 
Incident Management System (NIIMS) of 1982; which evolved from FIRESCOPE of 1973, 
which was informed by the early 1970s Phoenix Fire Department Fire Ground Command 
System (FGC).  Consequently, from a marketing perspective the US Command and Control 
brand has been frequently refreshed.  The psychological effect of this is that Command and 
Control feels new, which can limit theoretical maturity and inadvertently promotes a lack of 
criticality as on account of an oxymoronic perceived sense of newness given that it is also the 
traditional model (Gunelius 2015, McEntire 2015).  Arguably, a purpose of the roll-out of the 
National Response Framework (NRF), which replaced the National Response Plan (NRP) in 
2008, was a re-brand to raise public confidence, though there were functional changes within 
the document (Federal Emergency Management Agency 2008a).  Indeed, the general level of 
awareness of the origins and development of the respective Command and Control 
frameworks, and Command and Control itself was inconsistent.  The UK findings demonstrated 
only a vague awareness of the origins of the GSB framework.  P2 was the only UK participant 
with clear knowledge of when and how the framework evolved, though there was a general 
awareness of the military origins of the underlying principles.  Notably, CG2 stated rather 
defensively:   
 
 CG2 (UK) “I don’t know okay… there’s no necessary reason for me to know that”  
 
Conversely, the US sample-frame demonstrated a more generalised and collective 
understanding of the origins and evolution of the US Command and Control framework.  
However, there were still variations in the level of understanding that ranged from post 9/11, to 
the military to Moses and the Ten Commandments meaning a consistent understanding was 
lacking.  So, while Command and Control is heavily embedded in the field, and considered 
essential it is not critically understood beyond a seemingly practical application.  It can be 
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argued that perhaps the regular periods of flux caused by policy and legislative changes, such 
as the UK Civil Contingencies Act (2004), the US Homeland Security Act of 2002 (107th US 
Congress 2002) and the Post Katrina Emergency Management Reform Act of 2006 (107th US 
Congress 2002, H.M. Government 2004b, National Emergency Management Association 
2006).  And, national policy initiatives such Joint Emergency Services Interoperability 
Programme (JESIP) and National Incident Management System (NIMS), though well intended 
and productive to a certain extent, actually stymie critical evaluation and understanding of the 
fundamental principles of Command and Control as these policies inadvertently restrict thinking 
to learning new ways of doing the same thing in a single loop learning process.  Practitioners 
are often so busy doing their day-to-day jobs, plus trying to implement “new” ways of doing 
things effectively which can be problematic (Jensen 2010b, Jensen 2011, Jensen and Youngs 
2015), leaving little to no time for critical reflection on the underpinning philosophy of Command 
and Control, and to develop a critical double loop learning process (AFS Intercultural Programs 
2015, Argyris 2002).  Responding to disasters varies from other types of management, as “on 
the job training is rarely an option since this might endanger lives” and “even shadowing can 
be a recipe for disaster because bad habits may develop from accumulated experience unless 
there is adequate feedback” (Wilson and Gosiewska 2014) (p 633).  This highlights the potential 
value a double loop learning process could bring to practice.  
5.3.4 Terminology, Concept Uncertainty and Standardisation 
 
Command and Control is built upon the premise that those organisations or individuals given 
responsibility to respond to disasters share a common understanding of the relevant 
terminology and concepts.  Indeed, a significant amount of resources in terms of personnel, 
time and money have been devoted to projects such as the JESIP in the UK, which has trained 
approximately 10,000 Incident Commanders (Joint Emergency Services Interoperability 
Programme 2014).  Though, JESIP has now ended, its legacy the Joint Organisational Learning 
arrangements are currently taking forward the principles of co-locate, communicate, co-
ordinate, jointly understand risk and shared situational awareness (Joint Emergency Services 
Interoperability Programme 2015a, Joint Emergency Services Interoperability Programme 
2015b).  Similarly, in the US, NIMS compliance remains a key policy mandate intended to 
embed a consistent approach to emergency management at federal, state and local levels (U.S. 
Government 2003).  However, the combined findings clearly demonstrate that a high level of 
terminology and concept uncertainty exists indicating that these programmes are not working 
as intended, which supports Jensen’s (2009) (p 24) view that “substantial variation still exists 
among emergency management programs, not just among regions or states, but also within 
regions and states”: a phenomenon that was also observed in the UK.   
 
Both JESIP and NIMS aim to standardise emergency management, through the 
implementation of doctrine that embeds shared concepts, process and terminology: although, 
NIMS has a much broader remit that includes preparedness, communications, information 
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management, resource management, command and management (H.M. Government 2013c, 
U.S. Government 2003).  However, the quotes in Fig 4.7 indicate that much work is still needed 
despite JESIP’s assertion that “with the Joint Doctrine UK emergency services interoperability 
is fit for purpose”.  Concerns over differing language, terminology and interpretation of concepts 
were raised, which supports this conclusion.  Furthermore, JESIP is limited to “blue-light” 
emergency services only so it excludes all other UK agencies and at the heart of the Joint 
Doctrine is the Joint Decision Model, which has been adopted as “best practice” (H.M. 
Government 2013h, Joint Emergency Services Interoperability Programme 2015c).  However, 
the model was “adopted” from Police service doctrine by the other “blue light” services, much 
like GSB was in the mid-1980s (Adey and Anderson 2012, Hills 1994).  So it may well only be 
a matter of time before the Joint Doctrine, including the Joint Decision Model, is rolled out via 
the Local Resilience Forum (LRF) mechanism to all other UK categorised emergency 
responders as Police Chief Constables hold the Chair positions at most LRF Executive Boards.  
Hopefully, this doctrine will be critically evaluated, refined and developed overtime, rather than 
be faithfully adopted.  Efforts to standardise emergency management are considered to be the 
way forward, though Drabek (1985) and Jensen and Youngs (2015) argue potential for such 
outcomes may well be limited.  
 
Interestingly, the standardisation theme was more of US concern, perhaps because compliance 
is linked to monetary grants.  Hwever, levels of reported compliance as opposed to actual 
compliance and intent to comply vary between and within states further limiting potential for 
standardisation (Jensen 2009, Jensen 2010b, Jensen 2011, Jensen and Youngs 2015).  These 
findings were somewhat contradictory in that participants expressed views that they believed 
standardisation was being achieved, and then raised issues under the Terminology and 
Concept Uncertainty theme, which suggested otherwise.  It is possible that standardisation 
exists in some locations, a perception of it in others whereas in some areas limited to no 
standardisation may exist.  However, the findings are inconclusive and more research 
particularly in the UK is needed to assess perceived and actual levels of standardisation.  
5.3.5 Summary of Content Analysis Findings: Bringing Academia 
and Practice Closer Together 
 
The findings demonstrated that interpretations of Command and Control are variable.  Although 
the traditional frame was heavily favoured, understanding of key terminology and concepts was 
inconsistent, and a divergence between academic and practitioner knowledge exists.  
Summarily, this demonstrated that a closer exchange of expertise is necessity to drive both 
academia and a more importantly practise forward on account of the lives that may potentially 
be saved in the future.  However, disaster research is not as integrated into practice as maybe 
it should or indeed could be as the field is still emerging and establishing itself as a formalised 
academic discipline (Neal 2014, Quarantelli 2005, Rubin 2009, Tierney 2007).  Neal (2014) (p 
3) cautions that “our largest challenge for both the disaster science and emergency 
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management is the anti-education/science strain that runs through our country (US) and parts 
of our profession now”, highlighting a tendency within curriculum and textbook design that 
favours story-telling rather than theoretical advancement, and a view that combat or military 
experience is somehow preferable.  This exacerbates Command and Control’s hold on 
emergency management.  P3 mentioned that they had a PhD in chemistry, but admitted that it 
was not listed on their employment record, and they actively hid it from colleagues.  
Furthermore, S3 pointed out that “studying books” seemingly a veiled reference to academia is 
not a top priority which highlights the significant challenge of engendering a more critical and 
deeper mind-set within practitioners:  
 
 S3 (US): “first-responders don’t necessarily like to spend a lot of time studying books 
unless they have to” 
 
Herein, was an aspirational goal to bring academia and practice closer in a meaningful and 
synergistic way.  This underpinned Objective 6, which sought to “develop a suite of learning 
tools to enhance critical understanding of Command and Control”.  The findings summarily 
demonstrated a “real-world” need to increase practitioners’ criticality and knowledge of 
Command and Control on account of its limited critical visibility within the field maintained by a 
single loop learning process.  Command and Control is firmly entrenched in policy and 
legislation so a critical understanding of the respective frameworks needs to be as high as 
achievably possible to ultimately reduce loss of life and suffering in future disasters.  Cynically, 
one could simply advocate promoting the increasing number of academic programmes to 
enhance professional aptitude and develop the requisite critical knowledge (Neal 2014).  
However, building on the comments of S3 above, FR2, although referring to US Fire and 
Rescue recruitment highlights a pertinent issue:  
 
 FR2 (US): “there are a lot of regulations there’s a national problem here in this country 
with recruitment and retention of people that want to volunteer in the Fire Service yes 
it’s a big issue there’s many organisation’s trying to lobby for money to recruit and retain 
people that want to volunteer in a Fire Department because that’s the bulk of this 
country’s made-up with and because of federal requirements or state requirements that 
say you have to have this this this and this just to be able to drive a truck, go into a 
burning building it’s a lot of hours and a lot of work” 
 
The most commonly cited theme was Terminology and Concept Uncertainty so a robust 
argument for investment in learning, development and training could be made.  However, not 
all emergency management personnel whether a volunteer, part-time or a full-time will have 
the time, finances or the motivation to undertake academic study.  Thus, any significant 
additions to Command and Control training in a standard academic format would add to the 
already significant burden.  This could inhibit recruitment and retention although there would 
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be undoubted benefits from enhanced critical and theoretical knowledge achieved through 
higher education.  
 
Drabek (2004) (p 7) stated “the goal of constructing a general theory of emergency 
management should be a top priority within the disaster research community” and it is under 
this aspirational mantle that the Contributions to Knowledge forwarded by this study are 
presented.  As such, the Command and Control Interoperability Tool Box or CCIT Box offers a 
suite of learning tools that present novel contributions to both theory and practice that combine 
elements of linguistic and visual methodology.  Bigley and Roberts (2001) (p 1290) point out 
that “organizations possessing the greatest potential for reliability are those in which the most 
attention is given to developing, communicating, and connecting individual’s understanding”.  
Accordingly, these tools were designed to develop greater shared and critical understanding of 
Command and Control, whilst at the same time complementing existing training methods in a 
synergistic manner without overwhelming them or adding significant burden, which would limit 
their potential usefulness in the field.   
 
The following section reviews the linguistic and visual metaphor findings in the context of the 
relevant literature in order to establish the context and framework for the development of the 
CCIT-Box.  
5.4 Discussion of the Metaphorical Analysis Findings  
 
Metaphor is ingrained in natural language, it forms part of a communicative system used to 
express and convey in-depth meaning by mapping and transferring complex ideas from a 
source domain onto a target domain to make the unfamiliar become familiar (Cornelissen and 
Kafouros 2008a, Lakoff and Johnson 2003, Morgan 2007). This study harnessed this 
transformative ability within the emerging and relatively unexplored realm of disaster research.  
Metaphor analysis uncovered 525 linguistic metaphor types from approximately 300,000 total 
words and 30 transcripts (see Appendix 6 and 7).  As the research design was qualitative and 
inductive the actual number uncovered was relatively unimportant because the significance of 
the findings is drawn from the application of the emergent metaphors to theoretical development 
and practice.  Indeed, following the Herculean odyssey that was the verbatim transcription 
process the number of 525 “felt” small to the author as a result of the time and effort invested 
in producing the 30 transcripts and conducting the tri-sweep analysis process.  That said, these 
linguistic findings contributed to the achievement of Objective 4, which sought to “identify 
linguistic and visual metaphors of Command and Control used by UK and US emergency 
management practitioners” so the total of 525 metaphors was an outright success from that 
perspective. 
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Patterns of metaphor usage in the transcripts were identified using 3 sources, namely, Morgan’s 
(2007) metaphors, Lakoff, Espenson and Schwartz’s (1991) Master Metaphor List, and a 
general linguistic metaphor category.  Following data collation, the identified metaphors were 
assessed for significance.  This was achieved through a process of triangulation, whereby a 
metaphor was deemed significant if it appeared in 3 transcripts from different organisations as 
this indicated that it had a degree of multi-agency relevance, thus potential to convey meaning 
between these organisations.  The following section discusses the linguistic metaphor usage 
by considering the significance of the findings in relation to the literature and practice beginning 
with the shared metaphors, then those specific to the UK and US. 
5.4.1 The Significance of the Induced Linguistic Metaphors 
5.4.1.1 Shared Metaphors 
 
The section below discusses the significance of the 5 shared metaphors detailed in section 4.4 
of the findings chapter.  
5.4.1.1.1 Status is Position 
 
As shown in Fig 4.11, there were a number of variations of the Status is Position metaphor, 
although conceptually it was broadly understood.  This framing is drawn from a traditional 
hierarchical interpretation of Command and Control (Anderson and Adey 2012, Schneider 
1992).  Cognitively the participants were shaping Command and Control along Weberian lines, 
reflected in their natural language, adopting a top-down perspective in which “higher command” 
was considered to be looking down upon the “boots on the ground” first-responders (Bigley and 
Roberts 2001, Waugh 2009c).  The use of this metaphor indicates that despite the reported 
shift towards the professional model the base interpretation of the majority of the sample-frame 
(26 of 30) was still conceptually bounded within the traditional model (McEntire 2007, McEntire 
2015, O'Leary and Blomgren-Bingham 2009).  It is not that thinking cannot move beyond this 
frame: indeed, CG3 referred to ground up approaches, consider the quote below:  
 
 CG3 (UK): “I would take care to describe that pattern from the ground up some other 
the other services might define it from the top down” 
 
However, to borrow a navigational phrase, the practitioner’s cognitive Fixed Point of Origin 
appears to be resolutely fixed upon traditional militaristic interpretations of Command and 
Control.  Initial conceptualisation was based on this and it is to this frame that they generally 
returned, which restricts the likelihood of the professional model taking hold.  Furthermore, the 
inherently hierarchical nature of this embedded cognitive frame causes a potentially more 
significant concern, which is directly linked to the aforementioned systemic faith.  GSB and 
ICS/NIMS are based on the principle that the next level “up” will provide aid and should that 
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level be overwhelmed shore it up, and in most disasters this proves to be effective.  This framing 
perpetuates the top-down viewpoint, as practitioners want to believe that help will always come 
as what’s the alternative?  The reviewed literature on “catastrophes” and hyper-complexity 
indicate that this may not always be the case.  So it may be that the continued hold of Command 
and Control and reticence to move beyond it is because it acts as part of a psychosocial coping 
mechanism.  If so, this presents a significant barrier to developing future disaster response 
methodologies.  
5.4.1.1.2 Progress is Forward Motion 
 
The use of this metaphor shown in Fig 4.12 is indicative of a general linguistic frame that moving 
forward is good and backwards or static is bad.  When used to refer to emergency response it 
provides a status indicator of “how things are going”.  However, it has limitations in that static 
or backwards in the context of a disaster may not necessarily be negative, consider CG2’s 
comments below: 
 
 CG2 (UK): “Just understand the situation is understand what you’ve got to do and then 
just step back ten minutes isn’t gonna make a difference certainly at my level erm you 
know the actions already starting to happen at local level and if you just step back it’s 
fantastic so it’s letting people get on with what they should do” 
 
CG2 indicates that the use of a short operational pause or “step back” can be fantastic in helping 
practitioners understand the situation at hand so in that sense it is entirely positive.  Recognition 
of this metaphor within general conversation may heighten a practitioner’s awareness of how 
colleagues view the progress being made as it provides a deeper insight beyond simple 
linguistic expression, adding to situational awareness.   
5.4.1.1.3 Cooking 
 
Cooking metaphors, shown in Fig 4.13, proved both thought provoking and insightful, consider 
P2’s quote “if it starts to bubble activate Silver”, which actually contains 2 metaphors and if 
taken literally makes little sense.  Disasters generally don’t bubble, though a volcano or 
substance at a chemical plant might.  In this context, the metaphorical use of bubble signals 
that the incident is becoming more serious and that loss of control as in boiling over is a risk.  
The second metaphor is Silver used to indicate UK tactical command.  However, as noted 
earlier, GSB though a value-laden metaphor has become the generic brand for UK Command 
and Control.  The power of this specific metaphor is that it provides richer depth in terms of 
meaning, as the receiver (the person being spoken to) is able to visualise the disaster bubbling 
out of control.  Exactly how the individuals within the given conversation visualise the incident 
bubbling may differ but the “symbolic shorthand” of the metaphor conveys a deeper shared 
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understanding of the issue in a more efficient manner than “if it gets worse activate Silver” 
followed by a long-winded supporting narrative (Malinski 2009) (p 310). 
5.4.1.1.4 Games and Play 
 
The examples in Fig 4.14 illustrated the broad range of contexts in which the metaphor was 
verbalised.  In the sporting sense P2 used the term “scrum down”.  This is a rather aggressive 
phase of play in rugby used to restart the game where 8 members of a team bind together in 3 
rows then close up with the opposition formation so that the heads of the front rows are 
interlocked, the ball is then inserted between the 2 teams who push the other back and forth 
for control and the middle players in the front row from each team, the hookers, try to gain 
control of the ball with their legs, all the while each team attempts to shunt the other backwards 
(World Rugby 2015).  This phrase was used by P2 to metaphorically communicate a deeper 
meaning regarding the push and shove nature of agreeing multi-agency action during the initial 
stages of an incident; each organisations attempts to push the other back and forth whilst 
attempting to secure either primacy or favourable objectives.   
 
Similarly, FR1 refers to “people who don’t wanna play in the sandbox” this indicates that some 
partner organisations are viewed as behaving in a somewhat childish manner, which has 
implications for collaborative working and can potentially inform future interoperability strategy 
as it is suggestive of inter-personal concerns rather than broader organisational issues.  Whilst 
this illustrates the power of metaphor, an advisory note of caution, as this is indicative, it can 
be used more effectively as part of a broader suite of analytical tools particularly if it is to inform 
policy development (Alvesson 1993, Cornelissen and Kafouros 2008a). 
5.4.1.1.5 Conducting Research is Solving Problems 
 
The examples outlined in Fig 4.15 illustrated that disasters are, to a certain extent, viewed as 
puzzles to be solved.  The references to a metaphorical “bigger picture” allude to the search for 
greater situational awareness, which certainly in the early stages of a disaster is mired in 
rumour, counter-rumour, inaccuracies and false-hoods aligns with the disaster sociology 
literature on collective behaviour, so the metaphor of solving a puzzle is quite accurate (Dynes 
1970, Quarantelli 2002, Schneider 1992).   
 
Conceptually, this idea is linked to Games and Play though the Master List metaphors are more 
focused than the general category.  Principally, the Games and Play metaphor is an extension 
of Lakoff, Espenson and Schwartz’s (1991) work.  In this case, its use is significant as it provides 
a deeper insight into how the participants see their collective role, that of piecing a puzzle 
together to resolve a disaster.  This means that using related linguistic frames is likely to 
engender mutual understanding across organisations that used this metaphor. 
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5.4.1.2 Individual Metaphors – United Kingdom 
 
The discussion below refers to the 6 individual metaphors located within either the UK or the 
US transcripts.  For details see Figs 4.9 and 4.10.   
5.4.1.2.1 Natural World 
 
The quotes in Fig 4.16 provided a useful insight into the communicative power of this metaphor.  
CG1 talked about the missed learning opportunities post-exercise using the expression 
”everyone breathes a sigh of relief and goes back into their rabbit holes, no one captures the 
learning so you start all over again”.  The imagery of the rabbit hole vividly depicted a siloed 
organisational perspective, whereby once the exercise is completed they simply return to 
isolation rather than working together to draw out mutual learning.  CG2 conveyed a similar 
meaning stating, “it’s gone back into its shell” using the metaphorical imagery of an animal 
retreating back into its own shell to refer to organisations pulling back from multi-agency activity 
following austerity-related budget cuts to focus on internal matters.  F2 used the process of 
ruffling and smoothing a bird’s feathers to describe inter-personal and organisational 
relationships.  Furthermore, A3 referred to “feeding the beast at the top” which is an extension 
of the Status is Position metaphor and a reflection of the hierarchical nature of Command and 
Control as the Commander, at the top, is seen as a beast that must be satiated through feeding 
(Adey and Anderson 2011, Lakoff, Espenson and Schwartz 1991, Schneider 1992). 
5.4.1.2.2 Construction 
 
Within the findings in Fig 4.17 CG1 employed the term “a long screwdriver” to articulate Cabinet 
Office Briefing Room (COBR) attempts to give direction to the local Gold commander, who as 
per legislation, policy and guidance holds the coordination role in a given incident alongside 
Strategic Coordinating Group (SCG) partners (H.M. Government 2004b, H.M. Government 
2013a).  The “long screwdriver” symbolises attempts to exert top-down authority associated 
with the dominant and traditional models, which actually contravene the primacy of UK local 
level decision-making (Dynes 1994, Hills 1994, McEntire 2015, O'Brien and Read 2005).  These 
terms provided greater depth and understanding through the metaphorical traits that were 
transferred alongside the base linguistic meaning (Cornelissen and Kafouros 2008b, Lang 
2008). 
5.4.1.2.3 Acting On is Feeding 
 
The quotes in Fig 4.18 are very similar in that feeding is used to articulate the process of 
information gathering and reporting to higher command.  LG3 and F2 referred to “feeding the 
beast” similar to A3, which indicates the prevalence of the hierarchical and status-based frame, 
though in a natural world context.  Furthermore, this notion of feeding the beast can also be 
272 | P a g e  
 
linked, albeit in an abstract manner, to Morgan’s (2007) Organism metaphor as the cognitive 
and linguistic framing can be associated with hierarchical food-chains and natural orders, which 
are conceptually aligned lending credence to the argument that all we know about organisations 
is grounded in Morgan’s 8 metaphors (Grant and Oswick 1996, Lang 2008, Morgan 2007).   
5.4.1.2.4 Navigation  
 
The first 2 quotes in Fig 4.19 by CG1 are driving related, in the first “green light”, a reference to 
traffic lights is used to signify waiting for authorisation from a higher level of command.  In the 
second, CG1 uses the term “not trying to read by road” to indicate that they were adopting a 
broader perspective as when you are reading by road you are simply looking out of the vehicle 
window and navigating based on your immediate surroundings.  You are not looking at what is 
further up ahead, in this sense the posture is reactive rather than proactive.  Considering the 
evolution of disaster management from response only to a more holistic approach signified by 
the development of the Disaster Management Cycle (DMC) in the 1970s, this specific 
application has particular resonance and potential for application in the future as it promotes a 
more holistic forward-looking view (Coetzee and van Niekerk 2012, Lewis, Phillip and Westgate 
1976).  The quotes from LG1 and F1 use the phrases “circumnavigate” and “on the right track”.  
These linguistic frames employ metaphorical navigational traits to deepen the level of shared 
cognitive understanding.  LG1’s use of circumnavigate fosters images of emergency planners 
seeking out, exploring and opening up new information channels in a manner akin to 
Christopher Columbus discovering the New World or Captain Scott’s Antarctic expeditions, 
rather than of breaking rules and protocols.  Similarly, F1’s use of “on the right track” is a 
metaphorical navigational reference used to indicate that the issue they are referring to (span 
of control) is generally correct.   
5.4.1.2.5 The Mind is a Container for Objects 
 
The quotes in Fig 4.20 reflect the core aspects of this metaphor, that knowledge was considered 
a physical commodity that can be transferred into and out of the mind.  In this sense, it is a 
generalised linguistic metaphor rather than one with specific relevance to emergency 
management.  That said, it offers a useful insight into how Incident Commanders perceive 
knowledge and its acquisition so it can be linked to theories of incident scale (Bissell 2013, 
Faulkner 2001, Fischer 2003, Quarantelli 2006, Rohn and Blackmore 2009, Wachtendorf, 
Brown and Holguin-Veras 2013).  Thus, it can be used to illustrate Quarantelli’s (2002) critique 
of the notion of a single commander as the amount, variety and complexity of information during 
disaster can often be overwhelming for one person necessitating teamwork, which also links to 
Lagadec’s (2007) theory of hyper-complexity. 
5.4.1.2.6 Clothing and Shopping  
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CG1 and A3 both used references to hats to indicate different roles or organisations, shown in 
Fig 4.21.  CG2’s statement “one size doesn’t fit all, they know what the other sizes are” was a 
vague metaphorical reference to the GSB Command and Control framework, whereby the one-
size-fits all cloths size is used in derogatory terms to suggests that the system doesn’t fit all 
eventualities.  F2 referred to being more in the shop window at Silver, meaning that in their view 
commanders at the Tactical Coordinating Group (TCG) are more visible.  
5.4.1.1 Individual Metaphors – United States of America 
 
The following section discusses the significance of the 2 individual metaphors found in the US 
data set. 
5.4.1.1.1 Obstacles to Action are Obstacles to Motion 
 
The quotes in Fig 4.22 indicate that participants equated action with motion and anything that 
prevented action-taking place was conceptualised as an obstacle to the smooth path of said 
motion.  For example, S1 referred to a structural fire, which the Fire Department “hit it with 
everything” in order to establish a smooth path for action.  Similarly, S2 made one of the few 
references to the recovery process and how “it erm taxes those who are able rise to the 
occasion”.  This expression and framing is multi-layered as the notion of lifting up and over a 
given problem also links to the Status is Position and Good is Up metaphors.  This provides 
further evidence of the ingrained hierarchical and top-down framing that pervades cognitive 
processes, which reflects the legacy of the traditional model (McEntire 2015, O'Leary and 
Blomgren-Bingham 2009). 
 
The quotes by E2 and E3 were further examples, E2 used the term push indicating that force 
is needed to ensure a smooth path for communications, whereas E3 identified what can be 
termed an immovable problem that was traversed around in order for the necessary action to 
take place.  The linguistic phrasing here is significant as it can be used as a suggestive indicator 
of how the speaker views a particular issue or problem.  If pressure or force exertion 
phraseology is used then it is believed that the problem can be influenced and overcome as in 
dealt with: note the inadvertent use of the Up is Good metaphor by the author.  However, if the 
phrasing refers to going around or avoidance it is likely considered something that is not 
solvable at that time.  Although, this linguistic “tell” is indicative of the person’s frame of mind 
rather than conclusive. 
5.4.1.1.2 Ideas are Constructed Objects 
 
Similar to Mind is a Container noted in the UK findings, the examples in Fig 4.23 indicate that 
participants adopted a physical interpretation of cognitive processes.  Ideas are viewed as 
tangible objects that can be moved from one place to another, and in the case of FE3 and S2’s 
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views broken down and even thrown out the window.  This perspective, that ideas are physical 
entities has mechanistic overtones further emphasising the influence of Morgan’s metaphors, 
in this case Machine, have on our understanding of organisations (Morgan 2007).  This is well 
recognised in the business and organisations literature and, the findings indicate that Morgan’s 
theory also underpin aspects of linguistic metaphor expressions in emergency management 
(Grant and Oswick 1996, Lang 2008, Morgan 2007).   
5.4.1.2 Usage of Morgan’s Metaphor’s in Spoken Language  
 
This section discusses and analyses the triangulated findings of the linguistic usage of 
Morgan’s metaphors outlined in Section B of Figs 4.9 and 4.10 respectively.  The existence of 
a metaphorical language within the interview transcripts congruent with Morgan’s (2007) 
organisational metaphors provides additional evidence of the theory’s relevance within 
emergency management.  This further supports the achievement of Objective 2, which sought 
to “assess the relevance of Morgan’s (2007) organisational metaphors within emergency 
management”.   
5.4.1.2.1 Culture 
 
Summarily, the culture related quotes in Fig 4.24, align with and build upon the Command and 
Control is Essential theme linking with participant’s deep-rooted belief and faith in the 
hierarchical nature of the respective frameworks.  LG2 points out that “blue-light” “staff are 
brought up with it”, P3 asserts “it’s part of our culture” and F1 states, “it’s a way of life” 
highlighting the in-doctrinal nature of Command and Control.  S3 notes that it (effectiveness) 
starts with training and education, though the participant highlights a key cultural dynamic “that 
I suspect that is important erm not everybody is attuned or works well in you know in a 
Command and Control situation some people aren’t willing to subordinate”.  Furthermore, E3 
in discussing the high level of expertise of the Forestry Service fire fighter used interesting and 
significant phraseology: “he knows it, he preaches it, he does it”.  The use of the phrase “he 
preaches it” indicates a quasi-religious/spiritual interpretation, which supports and builds upon 
the systemic faith phenomenon noted earlier. 
 
The findings indicate that the culture of Command and Control is heavily embedded in practice.  
However, no matter how dominant, essential or traditional a culture may be, it is a learned 
system of shared basic assumptions (Schein 2010).  Therefore, if the limitations of the existing 
culture can be adequately demonstrated a new one can theoretically replace it, though this 
process is not easy as organisational change can take time and is often mired in significant 
difficulties (Alvesson 2002).  The key point to note is that if Command and Control is primarily 
seen as a culture, then changes are likely to be accepted if a persuasive argument can be 
made.  
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5.4.1.2.2 Organism  
 
The quotes in Fig 4.25 all centred on the same theme, that Command and Control is perceived 
to have living traits associated with Morgan’s (2007) Organism metaphor.  Command and 
Control was viewed as a living creature that exists within, reacts to and is influenced by its wider 
environment (Oates and Fitzgerald 2007).  The respective frameworks were seen as living 
entities with the ability to evolve and adapt.  This is an interesting perspective as it opposes the 
significant body of literature that criticises Command and Control for being too rigid, hierarchical 
and inflexible, which was discussed earlier.  The existence of this metaphor within the findings 
adds further weight to the argument that a schism between academic knowledge and 
practitioner views exists. 
5.4.1.2.3 Machine 
 
The language used throughout the quotes in Fig 4.26 is mechanistic in tone as the words used 
can be readily associated with systems operation and maintenance.  This indicates that 
participants were framing Command and Control as a machine with parts and components that 
can be added in and taken out (CG2, LG3 and S1), a start button (P2) and processes for 
evaluating systemic performance (FR3). 
 
Though not the highest ranked in either the empirical or the qualitative analysis, these findings 
suggest that conceptually the metaphor was well understood.  This indicates that the legacy of 
the traditional and dominant model, discussed earlier, which is associated with this metaphor, 
remains strong (McEntire 2015).  This is likely a result of Command and Control’s perceived 
essential nature; need to bring order to chaos and systemic faith that exerts a strong 
psychological hold.  Conversely, the professional model can be more readily associated with 
the Organism, Political System and Flux and Transformation metaphors which were all noted 
in the linguistic findings indicating it is becoming more influential, though it has yet to completely 
dislodge the traditional model (McEntire 2015, O'Leary and Blomgren-Bingham 2009). 
5.4.1.2.4 Political System 
 
The quotes in Fig 4.27 illustrated the core themes of Morgan’s (2007) Political System 
metaphor.  Whereby, different actors are loosely networked within the Command and Control 
framework and though ostensibly guided by the goals of protecting life, property and the 
environment may also have other dissimilar competing objectives, which can influence and limit 
the effectiveness of the response operation (Lawley 2001, Oates and Fitzgerald 2007) 
5.4.1.2.5 Flux and Transformation  
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The quotes in Fig 4.28 were centred on the themes of continuous change and indeed in the 
case of CG2’s quote resistance to change.  Given what we know from the literature about the 
uncertainties, inaccuracies, rumour and counter-rumour that occur in disaster, and the need for 
flexible, emergent behaviour at both the individual and organisational level (Britton 1988, 
Cornelissen and Kafouros 2008b, Drabek and McEntire 2002, Lindell 2011, Quarantelli 2002, 
Schneider 1992, Stallings and Quarantelli 1985, Stoddard 1968) this metaphor has potential 
for learning application.  However, the element of chaos would need to be refined to alleviate 
issues associated with the order out of chaos myth to maximise the learning outcomes 
(McEntire 2015, O'Leary and Blomgren-Bingham 2009, Tierney, Bevc and Kuligowski 2006).  
That said, as the metaphor resonated with a small section of the UK sample-frame (CG, F and 
A), there may be potential to develop understanding amongst other organisations, though this 
would need research beyond the scope of this study. 
5.4.1.3 Summary of the Linguistic Metaphor Discussion 
 
Collectively this study identified the linguistic usage of 8 Master List and 6 general category 
metaphors, and 5 of Morgan’s organisational metaphors within the 30 interview transcripts 
(Lakoff, Espenson and Schwartz 1991, Morgan 2007).  As per the methodology, to be deemed 
significant these metaphors were triangulated across 3 organisations to ensure they had 
collective understanding in a multi-agency context.  Similar to earlier findings, the linguistic 
patterns derived from spoken language indicated that there was not a single dominant frame 
or interpretation of Command and Control as the noted perceptions varied.  However, the 
findings demonstrated the potential to develop a language within the English language based 
on metaphors of emergency management in order to increase shared understanding across 
organisations.   
 
Barter (2011) (p 16) stated, “organisations cannot be grasped like a physical object and thus 
our reliance on metaphors to make organisations compact, intelligible and understood” is to be 
expected (Cornelissen and Kafouros 2008b). These findings establish the basis for a 
metaphorical language of emergency management as the terms outlined in Figs 5.2 and 5.3, 
which are derivatives of Figs 4.9 and 4.10, outline those linguistic metaphors that have 
demonstrable resonance and communicative power to practitioners.  Though only early-stage 
in terms of theoretical development, the tables outline a framework for interoperability 
enhancement through metaphor-based linguistic training that can be used to support and 
enhance the CCIT-Box training tools.  The tables provide basic linguistic metaphor awareness 
for practitioners that can be facilitated either as stand-alone training or integrated within existing 
activities, which is preferable on account of the innovative nature of the approach.  At its most 
basic, the higher the metaphor appears on the list the more likely it is to be conversationally 
understood by practitioners.  The user codes identify exactly which participants used which 
metaphor so strategies can be targeted.  So theoretically practitioners can be coached to tailor 
their use of language to include phraseology and metaphor-based terminology to increase the 
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likelihood of developing a shared understanding to enhance interoperability when organisations 
are called upon to work together whenever disaster strikes. 
 
The posited theory of interoperability metaphors is admittedly raw and it has limitations notably 
that the hierarchical ranking of the metaphors is purely indicative as a result of the qualitative 
inductive approach.   However, the development of new theory often starts with baby steps that 
subsequently gain momentum through further research, the use of different philosophies, 
strategies and methods by the same or other academics to refine, advance and sometimes 
replace the new theory (Bechhofer and Paterson 2001, Bryman 2012, Gummesson 2000, 
Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill 2008).  The potential herein is significant and with further 
research the acknowledged limitations can be overcome. 
 
Figs 5.2 and 5.3 overleaf show the conversational metaphors, and are followed by discussion 
of the visual metaphor findings. 




Fig 5-2: Linguistic Metaphors – United Kingdom 
Section A: Interoperability Metaphors 
Metaphor Source User Codes Count 
1.  Status is Position Master List CG1, CG2, CG3, LG2, LG3, P1, P2, P3, FE1, FE2, FE3, A1, A3 13 
2.  Natural World General CG1, CG2, CG3, LG1, LG3, P3, F1, F2, A1, A2, A3 11 
3.  Construction General CG1, CG2, CG3, P1, P2, P3, F1, F2, A1 9 
4. 
  
Acting is Feeding On Master List CG2, CG3, LG3, F1, F2, A1, A2, A3 8 
Games and Play General CG1, CG2, CG3, LG3, P2, F1, F2, A2 8 
5. 
  
Progress is Forward Motion Master List CG2, CG3, F1, F2, F3, A2  6 
Conducting Research is Solving a Puzzle Master List CG3, LG1, P2, P3, F1, A1 6 
Navigation General CG1, CG2, CG3, LG1, P1, F1 6 
6. Cooking General P2, P3, F1, F2, A3 5 
The Mind is a Container for Objects Master List CG1, P2, P3, F1, A1 5 
7.  Clothing and Shopping General CG1, CG2, F2, A3 4 
Section B: Command and Control Descriptor Metaphors 
Metaphor User Codes Count 
1. Culture CG2, CG3, LG1, LG2, LG3, P1, P2, P3, F1, F2 10 
2. Organism CG3, P3, F1, F3, A1, A3 6 
3. Machine CG2, LG2, LG3, P1, P2, A2 6 
4 Flux and Transformation CG2, F3, A2 3 






Fig 5-3: Linguistic Metaphors – United States of America 
Section A: Interoperability Metaphors 
Metaphor Source User Codes Count 
1. Status is Position Master List FE1, FE2, S1, S2, S3, LE1, LE2, LE3, FR1, FR2, FR3, E1, E3 13 
2. Progress is Forward Motion Master List FE2, S1, S2, LE3, FR1, FR2, FR3 7 
3. Cooking General FE1, S3, LE2, LE3, FR1, E1,  6 
Obstacles to Action are Obstacles to Motion Master List FE3, S1, S2, FR3, E2, E3 6 
4. Ideas are Constructed Objects Master List FE2, FE3, S2,  LE2, E3 5 
5. Games and Play General LE1, LE2, FR1, E3 4 
Good is up (Derivative of Status is Position) Master List S2, LE1, LE3, E3 4 
Conducting Research is Solving a Puzzle Master List FE3, S2, FR1, E2, 4 
Section B: Command and Control Descriptor Metaphors 
Metaphor User Codes Count 
1. Culture FE3, S2, S3, LE1, LE2, FR1, FR2, FR3, E1, E2, E3 11 
2. Political System FE2, FE3, S2, LE2, LE3, FR1, FR3, E3 8 
Organism FE1, S2, LE2, LE3, FR1, FR2, FR3, E2 8 
3. Machine FE2, FE3, S1, FR3, E1, E2 6 
280 | P a g e  
 
5.4.2 Discussion of the Visual Metaphor Findings 
 
The use of visual metaphor was an experimental method inspired by Schachtner’s (2002) work 
on doctor–patient relationships which, gathered momentum following a partly tongue-in-cheek 
comment by the author during an early supervisory meeting.  This led to further investigation of 
related approaches and a realisation of the increasing importance of visual methodology (Banks 
and Zeitlyn 2015, Rose 2001).  The application of the method simply entailed asking 
participants to “draw Command and Control” during interview, which was occasionally met with 
quizzical looks particularly from senior UK “blue-light” service participants due to the relative 
novelty of the approach.  However, the existing rapport ensured that any queries were easily 
overcome with an explanation and a little humour (Brewer 2005, Bryman 2012, Chrzanaowska 
2002).  Interestingly, the use of visual methodology produced findings that contrasted both the 
empirical and linguistic results.  This demonstrated that the addition of visual methodology was 
a valuable one as the insights gained were beyond those afforded by linguistic inquiry alone.   
5.4.2.1 Embedded Cognitive Framing: Status is Position 
 
An initial visual scan of the UK images showed variable interpretations of Command and 
Control indicating an initial lack of commonality.  Only 9 of 15 UK participants included the GSB 
framework, whereas the 13 of 15 US participants included some reference to ICS indicating a 
shared US frame based on this model.  However, looking beyond the initial representation the 
search for deeper meaning uncovered a significant common trait.  The most frequently used 
method of interpreting Command and Control was as an organigram, whereby the senior levels 
of command where placed higher up the image.  This is a visual manifestation of Lakoff, 
Espenson and Schwartz’s (1991) (p 59) Status is Position metaphor, which was observed in 
27 of 30 images.  This is a highly significant finding as it indicates that in most cases 
participant’s cognitive visual processes framed Command and Control in a hierarchical manner, 
i.e. commanders at the top and first-responders at the bottom.  Similar to the linguistic findings 
but differing from the empirical, this indicates that a core hierarchical interpretation of Command 
and Control also exists within the visual domain showing that despite the posited transition to 
the professional model (Kapucu 2008, O'Leary and Blomgren-Bingham 2009, Waugh and 
Streib 2006), the legacy of the traditional model remains firmly entrenched.  This will likely 
continue to hinder the development of newer innovative and more collaborative approaches to 
emergency management (McEntire 2015).  However, the discovery of the Organism, Brain and 
Political System metaphors, which are more aligned with collaborative approaches, indicate 
that the professional model has some traction (McEntire 2015, O'Leary and Blomgren-Bingham 
2009). 
5.4.2.2 Localised GSB/ICS Focus 
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Command and Control doctrine is split across numerous pieces of legislation, policy and 
guidance.  GSB exists in the Civil Contingencies Act (2004b), various organisational policies 
and emergency plans; ICS also exists in various policy documents, state emergency plans and 
within NIMS (Department of Homeland Security 2008).  Therefore, it is not unsurprisingly that 
practitioners do not frame Command and Control in a holistic manner.  As previously noted, 
Drabek (1986) (p 88) identified this as a key issue.  However, as the field was only transitioning 
from the response-centric 1970s era to the phased Disaster Management Cycle and the newly 
developed GSB and ICS frameworks this was perhaps understandable (Hills 1994, Jensen and 
Thompson 2015, Lewis, Phillip and Westgate 1976).  That this issue remains some 30 years is 
not so easily forgivable.  Only 3 of 15 UK and 1 of 15 US participants framed Command and 
Control on anything other than a local scale.  It may be argued that the UK Cabinet Office 
Briefing Room (COBR), and the US state and federal systems are support mechanisms, which 
is entirely accurate.  However, as only 4 of 30 participants included levels of command beyond 
the local is indicative of a lack of holistic understanding of both incident scale and the systemic 
complexities that can inhibit support to the local level.  This in itself does not suggest that 
participants lack understanding of the higher-levels of command.  Rather, it shows that when 
asked to think about then draw Command and Control there is a top-down, localised focus and 
anything above the local level is just not thought about.  Whilst, the local level has primacy it is 
not the only level, and 26 of 30 visual metaphors indicate that cognitively it is framed as being 
so.  The remainder of the national command frameworks (see Organigrams 1 and 2) were not 
cognitively linked within the minds of the participants, which limits the perception of systemic 
complexity. 
 
A holistic perspective should include either the local and national levels in the UK or the local, 
state and federal levels in the US.  Without this, the local level is framed in isolation, and the 
interconnectedness of the respective frameworks are not readily conceptualised.  Though not 
formally part of the interview process, the author when mapping out the US national command 
structure (see Organigram 2) during the precursor visits to the US and the field-study asked 
local, municipal, country, state and federal practitioners about the whole Command and Control 
structure.  The answer usually given was “I’m not sure; I just make a phone call”.  Indeed, it 
took over 3 years to build and validate Organigram 2 as each command level was very familiar 
with the structure at their own level and tended to have some familiarity with the level below i.e. 
state to county, federal to state, federal headquarters to federal region due to the nature of the 
top-down support mechanism.  Similarly, in the UK most local responders had only a vague 
awareness of COBR and the national command structure evidenced by only 3 of 15 participants 
noting it as part of the Command and Control framework.  This is further evidence of a 
fragmented and top-down understanding of Command and Control. 
 
The purpose herein is not to argue that all practitioners should be experts in every level of 
Command and Control though greater knowledge would be beneficial, rather it is to highlight 
282 | P a g e  
 
the fragmented, top-down conceptualisation that occurred.  Again, this is a legacy of the 
traditional model and its associated traits linked to the seemingly unshakeable faith in the 
system, and epitomised by the “I just make a phone call” quote.  A holistic view of the overall 
framework would enable practitioners to more easily understand the intrinsic vulnerabilities of 
the current frameworks, appreciate problems caused by incident scale and complexity that are 
exacerbated by time and distance, and perhaps become more open to new and innovative 
approaches.  The use of visual methodology enabled these issues to be more quickly 
uncovered through imagery as “a picture is worth a thousand words”, which validated the 
selection of this approach (Barnard 2014). 
5.4.2.3 Command and Control as a Brand 
 
GSB and ICS have to a certain extent become brand names for applications of Command and 
Control philosophy.  Interestingly, participants were asked to draw Command and Control not 
GSB or ICS so did not cognitively differentiate between the underpinning philosophy and the 
application of the said philosophy, which illustrates the extent to which the brands have become 
embedded.  Thus, for 9 of the UK participants Command and Control is GSB and similarly for 
13 of 15 US participants ICS is Command and Control.  This is a significant and troubling 
finding, and to place this in context, it is a bit like saying English is language, which is not 
entirely true as it is a form of language.  GSB and ICS are applications of Command and Control 
philosophy designed for local level operations. The UK and US Command and Control 
frameworks are much more complex: however the visual findings demonstrate that this is not 
readily conceptualised.  Furthermore, brand-related psychological factors could hamper 
implementation of NIMS, which includes ICS, as it may well be perceived as the new brand of 
Command and Control as practitioners may be loyal to the previous brand (Department of 
Homeland Security 2008, Jensen 2009).  However, this study does not provide enough data to 
conclusively support this view necessitating future research to make a fuller assessment. 
5.4.2.4 Non-Integration of Recovery  
 
Recovery is a complex and often long-term activity that can be extremely costly and politically 
sensitive.  Indeed, sometimes complete recovery is not possible as the ensuing new-normality 
in post-disaster life means adaption is the only option (Kotler and Casoline 2009).  The UK 
National Recovery Guidance (2013e) and the US National Disaster Recovery Framework 
(NDRF) (2011) are mooted as key policy documents, and the Disaster Management Cycle 
(DMC), with its clearly defined recovery phase, has been circulating both academia and practice 
since the late 1970s (Coetzee and van Niekerk 2012).  However, despite recovery being a 
theoretically integrated element of the respective Command and Control frameworks, none of 
the participants included recovery in their diagrams.  This indicates that cognitively it is thought 
of as separate; validating perspectives that recovery is an afterthought (Jensen et al. 2014, 
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Rubin 2009).  This adds further weight for the development of a more holistic interpretation of 
Command and Control.   
5.4.3 Summary of the Visual Metaphor Discussion 
 
The visual findings provided an interesting foil to both the empirical and linguistic data sets.  On 
the surface the visual imagery in the UK data set was varied, whereas the US images were 
more uniformed.  However, the deeper insights afforded by the metaphorical analysis indicated 
a clear almost uniformed frame, namely Status is Position.  Both the empirical and linguistic 
findings demonstrated a varied and fragmented interpretation of Command and Control, 
whereas the visual data painted a more uniformed and indeed narrower picture.  These findings 
are the result of GSB and ICS indoctrination efforts.  Indeed, Civil Contingencies Secretariat 
and Federal Emergency Management Agency representatives would likely view these 
outcomes as validation of their efforts at standardisation.  However, the resultant locally framed, 
over-simplified and branded forms of Command and Control has left the field vulnerable as its 
true complexity and functionality is not readily understood or focused upon.  It is too firmly 
entrenched and unquestioned to be properly critiqued, which is why this study was necessary. 
5.5 The Command and Control Interoperability Tool Box 
(CCIT - Box) 
 
The Command and Control Interoperability Tool Box or CCIT-Box is a suite of 8 tools that 
includes 2 interoperability assessment tools, 1 linguistic metaphor theory and 5 conceptual 
metaphors that can be employed collectively, individually or in any configuration required.  This 
is a new framework proposed within this thesis, reflecting on the findings and different elements 
of the research process.  The CCIT-Box was designed in a flexible manner so that each tool or 
grouping of tools can be slotted into existing training or learning environments to engender a 
more critical insight and deeper understanding of Command and Control.  The conceptual 
metaphors were informed by the literature review; the base-frameworks emerged during the 
interviews and were shaped as the field study progressed.  Section C in Figs 4.9 and 4.10 
contain the range of induced metaphors that emerged, though not all were developed into 
learning tools.   
 
The following metaphors drawn from the UK data set were considered then rejected due to 
limited development potential.  The Precious Metals metaphor was used by 14 of 15 UK 
participants to refer to the UK Gold, Silver and Bronze (GSB) framework.  Although, the 
expression is metaphorical as the levels of command are value-laden relative to the metal’s 
worth, the term is used in a generic manner akin to the way Dyson and Hoover is used to refer 
to a vacuum cleaner limiting the potential and value of any learning tool (Arbuthnot 2008, Flin 
and Arbuthnot 2002, Lincoln and Thomassen 2009).  Similarly, the Herding Cats metaphor 
whereby multi-agency partners are likened to feral cats as they are seen as being difficult if 
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neigh on impossible to direct, and the Banging your Head against the Wall metaphor, which 
expresses frustration with multi-agency decision making processes and internal managerial 
interference with operations were not developed due to foreseeable negative connotations and 
limited theoretical potential.  However, as discussion points to support learning about Command 
and Control these verbal metaphors have application.  However, their usage would need to be 
gauged to the audience, applied with sensitivity and most likely a fair dose of appropriate 
humour.  Should this be applied then, these verbal metaphors can help convey a deeper 
understanding of the frustrations that can occur when conducting multi-agency operations 
within a Command and Control framework.  In that sense, they constitute informal additions to 
the CCIT-Box.   
 
The 2 interoperability assessment tools were developed from the empirical and visual methods 
used to assess the relevance of Morgan’s (2007) organisational metaphors and to capture 
images of Command and Control based on the work of Schachtner (2002).  These were refined 
based on the experience gained within the field study and adapted for theoretical development 
purposes.  The theory of interoperability metaphors uses linguistic metaphors in spoken 
language as tools for multi-agency interoperability enhancement.  The 5 conceptual metaphors 
presented address limitations and issues associated with Command and Control.  They 
combine visual imagery and supporting narratives to link theory and practice using innovative 
but simple to use tools that are accessible at different levels of complexity to nudge the learner 
towards a double loop learning process (Argyris 2002).  The application of the metaphors can 
be via group-based discussion, which can be large or small, single or multi-agency.  The group 
can be as small as 2, though the method is much better suited as a discussion rather than a 1-
way briefing.  However, there is potential to develop the CCIT-Box using online or App based 
technologies, which is discussed later. 
 
The design concept uses rich visual imagery coupled with a thought provoking narrative to 
convey and embed critical theoretical principles and greater knowledge within the community.  
The depth of theoretical content and discussion can be tailored to the level and specific needs 
of the audience.  For example, volunteer fire fighters may not require the same level of input as 
a class of Master’s students.  However, the fundamental principles conveyed by the conceptual 
metaphors remain and can be taught in a condensed and truncated manner as necessary.  
Please note: it is not necessary for the students to agree with the narratives: indeed, opposing 
views within a group is beneficial to the learning experience.  The mere fact a student listens to 
and considers the issues heightens their awareness so whether or not they agree with them is 
actually a secondary concern.  So, at this stage of theoretical development the CCIT-Box is 
primarily intended for awareness building.  The following section presents the 2 interoperability 
assessment tools, 1 linguistic metaphor theory and the 5 conceptual metaphors outlined below: 
 
Interoperability Assessment Tools 
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1. Interoperability Metaphor Analysis (IMA) 
2. Visual Interoperability Analysis (VIA) 
 
Linguistic Metaphor Theory  
 




1. A Candle: the limitations of the model 
2. A Trivial Pursuit Pie: barriers to interoperability 
3. The Golden Thread: the Spine of Command and Control 
4. Spinning Plates: Maintaining Span of Control 
5. Virus/Antidote: An Alternative Perspective? 
5.5.1 Interoperability Analysis Tools 
5.5.1.1 Interoperability Metaphor Analysis (IMA) 
 
Interoperability Metaphor Analysis (IMA) was intended as a simple tool to assess perceptual 
variations of Command and Control.  The posited method is an advancement of the approach 
trialled within the field study.  Its design is based on the application of Morgan’s 8 metaphors 
and is best applied during the early stages of a relevant Command and Control training session.  
The ranking template can be distributed for completion as it only takes a few moments.  Once 
this is done, the data can then be analysed, whilst the training continues, though this will require 
a second person, and the results given at a time of the facilitators choosing.  The idea behind 
the approach is built upon a point raised by A1 who stated, “you know that we all understand 
what Command and Control is”.  However, individuals and organisations often interpret things 
in different ways.  IMA simply provides a mechanism to demonstrate to practitioners that they 
may all know what Command and Control is and believe that they are “on the same page”, but 
they actually see it in different ways.  IMA engenders a heightened awareness of perceptual 
variability so, for example, a Police officer will be more likely to understand that a Fire fighter or 
local government official may not always see things as he or she does.  The benefit of using 
IMA is that it promotes this awareness, which can potentially enhance levels of interoperability.  
 
Fig 5.4 below, which is an adaptation of Fig 4.3, contains the metaphor ranking scores, which 
have been converted into pie charts to illustrate the perceptual variability for the UK and US 
data sets.  At the time of writing, the IMA method was being digitised so that the metaphors can 
be applied via an online Moodle quiz and the charts produce electronically in a matter of 
moments, which will increase the effectiveness of the method’s application. 
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Fig 5-4: IMA - Metaphor Ranking Scores Scores 
Metaphor UK ORGS US ORGS UK US T 
Machine (M) CG, LG, P, F, A S, LE, FR, E 65 84 149 
Organism (O) CG, P, F, A S, LE, FR, E 45 34 79 
Brain (B) CG, P, F, A FE, S, LE, FR, E 84 90 174 
Culture (C) CG, LG, P, F, A FE, S, LE, FR, E 88 78 166 
Political System (PS) CG, LG, P, A FE, S, LE, FR, E 23 54 77 
Psychic Prison (PP) CG, LG, A S, LE, E 12 17 29 
Flux & Transformation (FT) CG, F, A S, LE, FR 38 30 68 
Instrument of Domination (ID) LG LE, FR 8 5 13 
None of the Above  (NA) LG, P FE 20 10 30 
TOTAL (T) 383 402 785 
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Fig 5-6: US Interoperability Metaphor Analysis Chart 
 
 
The diagrams can be tailored to suit particular needs, the pie charts above are anonymous but 
they could include user-codes or percentages if necessary.  This information was omitted 
because it was not required to illustrate the key learning point: that individual practitioners and 
key organisations interpret Command and Control in different ways.  Thus, greater awareness, 
through IMA, and other efforts to understand and communicate these differences are much 
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5.5.1.2 Visual Interoperability Analysis (VIA) 
 
Building on the use of visual metaphor within this study, Visual Interoperability Analysis (VIA) 
has demonstrable potential as both an individual and group-based learning tool, and also as a 
practitioner analysis tool.   
5.5.1.2.1 Individual Application  
 
At an individual level asking practitioner’s to draw Command and Control provides a unique 
insight into their personal interpretations.  This can be harnessed as a learning tool by simply 
asking a group of trainees to follow the same process then comparing and contrasting the 
images produced.  The facilitator then draws out the key learning points by focusing on the 
similarities, differences and relevant metaphors to highlight how the issues raised could impact 
“real world” operations.  The images can also be compared to the policy frameworks for the 
respective countries to confirm knowledge. 
5.5.1.2.2 Group-Based Application 
 
Similar to above, a group-based activity would afford learning benefits.  Please note: this activity 
would be established within a social constructivist rather than the interpretivist paradigm 
adopted within this study (Brooksbank 2013, Bryman 2012).  However, as this is an outcome 
rather than a research activity this is defensible.  The task again centres on drawing an image 
of Command and Control, but this time it is completed by small groups, and depending on 
demographics these should be as mixed as possible (i.e. not separate Police, Fire and 
Ambulance).  Whilst, this type of activity is not unusual or indeed novel in a training 
environment, each group would be required to discuss different views on Command and Control 
and agree a common interpretation, which heightens awareness of perceptual differences 
through dialogue.  Again, the facilitator then draws out appropriate learning points as necessary 
through comparison and contrast.  The risk with this approach is that participants simply draw 
a GSB or ICS framework negating wider learning; although, proactive facilitation will negate 
this.  Consequently, this method is best used alongside the conceptual metaphors, ideally after 
these have been administered as they promote a more critical mind-set.  However, this is an 
acknowledgeable limitation of the approach. 
5.5.1.2.3 Practitioner Application  
 
Though not in keeping with the spirit of the research or the author’s ideals, the overwhelming 
predominance of the ICS framework in the US visual data set highlighted the potential for visual 
metaphor to be employed as a knowledge-checking tool for practitioner’s knowledge of 
GSB/ICS. 
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5.5.2 Linguistic Metaphor Theory 
5.5.2.1.1 A Theory of Interoperability Metaphors (TIM) 
 
A core element of this study was capturing the natural language that UK and US practitioners used to express and convey their understanding of Command 
and Control, and indeed wider emergency management issues.  This study collated over 500 different metaphor-types across the 30 transcripts.  These were 
identified using Morgan’s (2007) and Lakoff, Espenson and Schwartz (1991) metaphor theories, and using Steen’s (2007) Metaphor Identification Process 
(MIP).  The findings (see Fig 5.2 and 5.3) demonstrated clear patterns of metaphor usage, although some trends were shared whereas others where 
geographically specific.  These findings established the basis of a metaphorical language of emergency management dubbed the Theory of Interoperability 
Metaphors (TIM).  The theory posits that the linguistic metaphors detailed in Fig 5.7 have meaning across multiple organisations, thus can be utilised to engender 
interoperability through their usage in multi-agency environments.  The theoretical framework, outlined within Fig 5.7, lists the metaphors with contextual 
examples, the organisations with which they resonate and a count of the number of transcripts in which they appeared.  This, coupled with the range of User 
Codes gives a relative indication of the likelihood of the metaphor being understood and of conveying a deeper more interoperable meaning which, can be 
readily picked up and used by academics and practitioners alike to enhance communicative effectiveness in respects of emergency management.  Thus, 
opening up a new theoretical domain with exciting practical and “blue-sky” research applications, which can address a known “real-world” issue. 
 
Fig 5-7: Theory of Interoperability Metaphors (TIM) 
Shared Interoperability Metaphors 
Metaphor Example User Codes Count 
1.  Status is Position “The PM (Prime Minister) to the PC (Police Constable) the very very top to the very 
very bottom of the span” 
CG, LG, P, F, A, 
FE, S, LE, FR, E 
26 
2.  Culture “Rather than a standard definition erm it’s a way of life for us erm it’s trained in for 
every fire fighter you know the minute they start training” 
CG, LG, P, F, FE, 
S, LE, FR, E 
21 
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3.  Organism “The incident command system itself is being developed all the time so it’s evolving” CG, P, F, A, FE, 
S, LE, FR, E 
14 
4.  Progress is Forwards Motion “It was trying to catch up in terms of what their responsibilities was who they were 
answerable to and how it was supposed to go forward” 
CG, F, A, FE, SE, 
LE, FR 
13 
5.  Games & Play “Interoperability has been described in NATO as a state of mind you can give people 
the train set but unless they are prepared to play nicely together with it then there’s 
really no point” 
CG, LG, P, F, A, 
LE, FR, E 
12 
6.  Machine “There needs to be understanding of when certain parts of Command and Control are 
used and utilised so when you operate them when you bang them in you em start 
then up” 
CG, LG, P, A, 
FE, S, FR, E 
12 
7.  Cooking “If it starts to bubble activate silver” P, F, A, FE, S, 
LE, F 
11 
8.  Conducting Research is Solving 
a Problem  
“The individual organisation fits in with the big picture” CG, LG, P, F, A, 
FE,S, FR, E 
10 
Interoperability Metaphors – United Kingdom 
1.  Natural World “I think it’s actually gone back into its shell I think because we’ve had austerity people 
have lost erm the use of erm the have lost their their erm their whole sphere of what 
can go into an LRF and you see less and less voluntary sector involvement” 
CG, P, F, A 11 
2.  Construction “Under the previous administration there was I think… how did they describe it a long 
screwdriver where I can’t say exactly which incidents where COBR would… by trying 
to give direction to the local gold commander when it wasn’t a national it wasn’t a 
significant (emergency)” 
CG, LG, F, A 9 
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3.  Acting On is Feeding “Most of the time you end up feeding the beast literally getting the SITREP together 
rather than actually doing what you need to be doing a lot of the time so it’s kind of 
juggling your priorities” 
CG, LG, P, F, A 8 
4.  Navigation 
 
“My boss spent 15 minutes waiting to come back to me gave me the green light”  CG, LG, P, F 6 
5.  The Mind is a Container for 
Objects 
“There are only so many things that you can fit into 1 human head (complexity of 
response operations” 
CG, P, F, A 5 
6.  Clothes and Shopping “It works very effectively where you have a very strong gold commander and that might 
be a gold commander who’s got a police hat on or occasionally where you’ve had a 
health hat or also erm a fire lead” 
CG, F, A 4 
7.  Flux and Transformation “They’re developing all the time, there’s so many new initiatives and new ideas coming 
to the fore” 
CG, F, A 4 
Interoperability Metaphors – United States of America 
1.  Political System “You had the mayor trying to dictate emergency management that doesn’t work we’re 
professionals we do it for a living we plan for this we exercise for this let us do our job 
the Mayor of XXXXXX did not do that” 
FE, S, LE, FR, E 8 
2.  Obstacles to Action are 
Obstacles to Motion 
“When our fire departments go to a structure fire for example they know they’ve got to 
make sure that first people are out of the building and secondly they are gonna hit it 
with everything you know” 
FE, S, FR, E 6 
3.  Ideas are Constructed from 
Objects 
“I can break it down to what I think is the most fundamental Tony the ability erm to 
provide leadership during the mission” 
FE, LE, E 5 
LEGEND: CG = Central Government, LG = Local Government, P = Police, F = Fire, A = Ambulance, FE = FEMA, SE: State Emergency Management, LE = 
Law Enforcement, FR = Fire and Rescue, E = Emergency Medical Services 
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5.5.3 Conceptual Metaphors 
5.5.3.1 The Candle – The Limitations of Command and Control 
Fig 5-8: The Candle Metaphor 
 
 Image source: (Christ 2012) 
 
The Candle metaphor is the most theoretically detailed of the conceptual metaphors, and is 
designed to illustrate the limitations of Command and Control when faced with increasing scales 
of incident.  This reflects a greater recognition that “emergencies” and “disasters” are not the 
same, and that “catastrophes” are fundamentally different being hyper-complex entities 
requiring new and innovative approaches over and above it’s a big incident let’s make 
Command and Control bigger (Bissell 2013, Lagadec 2007, Quarantelli 2006, Wachtendorf, 
Brown and Holguin-Veras 2013).  The narrative begins with the premise that Command and 
Control is a limited concept based on McAleavy’s (2010) framework, which defines 4 areas of 
vulnerability.  These are specialist personnel, access and egress, communications and the 
ability of Command and Control to integrate convergent and emergent resources.  Command 
and Control, irrespective of the country, has a track record of successes and of failures.  Global 
trends in disasters such as Hurricane Katrina (Waugh 2006) and the Tohoku earthquake and 
tsunami (Kurokawa 2012), and others have demonstrated time and again that as the scale 
grows increasingly unsustainable systemic demands are made (McAleavy 2010, Quarantelli 
2006, Wachtendorf, Brown and Holguin-Veras 2013).  These demands ultimately render 
Command and Control based frameworks ineffective during the most severe disasters, as will 
be demonstrated. 
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5.5.3.1.1 Vulnerability 1: Specialist Personnel  
 
Specialist personnel are the foundations of Command and Control as they form the hub of the 
emergency response social network (Wasserman and Faust 1994).  The frameworks detailed 
in Organigrams 1 and 2 require increasing numbers of frontline personnel, incident 
commanders, support staff, technicians, logisticians, sub-national/state and, national/federal 
personnel to sustain operations (McAleavy 2010).  As the disaster grows from a local to a 
national issue in the UK, or a local to state, to a multiple state issue up to a federal concern in 
the US the requirement for specialist personnel rises exponentially as there is an intrinsic 
assumption that personnel will be available.  However, as the scale increases from “disaster” 
to “catastrophe” this becomes less sustainable, so as the demand increases the supply reduces 
as personnel may well be dead or injured or simply unable to undertake their normal role 
because of the devastation (Quarantelli 2006).  
5.5.3.1.2 Vulnerability 2: Access and Egress 
 
Command and Control assumes a degree of access and egress to key sites; the afflicted areas, 
command centres, logistics sites and communications hubs (McAleavy 2010).  Whilst, the US 
public maybe told to be prepared to be on your own for up to 72 hours practitioners expect to 
be up and running almost immediately (Federal Emergency Management Agency 2007).  
However, international experience together with knowledge of incident scale, time, distance 
and hyper-complexity all indicate that mobility in disaster is at a premium as the infrastructure 
it requires is often severely damaged or totally destroyed (Bissell 2013, Faulkner 2001, Fischer 
2003, Gomez et al. 2007, Jensen 2009, Lagadec 2007, Quarantelli 2006, Rohn and Blackmore 
2009, Wachtendorf, Brown and Holguin-Veras 2013).  Thus, as Command and Control’s 
systemic need for greater access and egress increase the sustainability of the infrastructure 
mobility requires is compromised reducing effectiveness.  
5.5.3.1.3 Vulnerability 3: Communications  
 
In most disasters and indeed following many exercises communications are cited as a key 
failing so there are numerous programmes designed to promote communications resilience 
(McAleavy 2010, Pollock 2013).  These are critical as Quarantelli (2006) (p 1) points out that in 
disaster “organizations have to quickly relate to far more and unfamiliar converging entities”.  
Thus, Command and Control is designed to be flexible, though this inevitably exerts pressure 
on communications networks.  This is exacerbated if specialist personnel are unavailable or 
are unable to get to the communications hubs where they are needed.  Furthermore, during 
“catastrophes” Quarantelli (2006) (p 1) states, “most, if not all, of the everyday community 
functions are sharply and concurrently interrupted” meaning that when communications are 
most required, and Command and Control needs to be scaled-up, the networks required to 
294 | P a g e  
 
implement and maintain operations are likely to be inoperable or severely degraded.  Again as 
demand goes up supply goes down limiting or rendering Command and Control ineffectual. 
5.5.3.1.4 Vulnerability 4: Emergent and Convergent Resources 
 
Command and Control is a social network and when disaster strikes logistics mechanisms often 
struggle to cope with emergent behaviour and the massive influx of convergent resources 
(Gyongyi and Spens 2009, Holguin-Veras et al. 2007, Houghton et al. 2006, McAleavy 2010, 
Wasserman and Faust 1994).  Emergent and non-planned activities are often deemed anti-
social and in contravention of the formal response (McEntire 2007, McEntire 2015, Schneider 
1992).  Indeed, the UK’s professionalised model is only accessible to categorised emergency 
responders (H.M. Government 2004c).  However, Dynes (2000b) (p 2) points out, “throughout 
history, most disasters and their consequences had to be handled by pooling the resources of 
extended families, kin groups and neighbours”.  Emergent behaviour is normal and actually 
predates existing approaches; it still occurs today and in the developing world where formalised 
Command and Control is not in place it is the only method of disaster response.  Furthermore, 
Stallings and Quarantelli (1985) (p 98) argue, “emergence is inevitable, before during and after 
disasters”.  So this phenomenon is to be expected as it is natural and inevitable, it is not chaos 
though it may well look chaotic, and it cannot be eradicated through planning (Stallings and 
Quarantelli 1985).   
 
Command and Control can restrict emergent behaviour due to the continued legacy of the 
traditional model and a preference for formality (McEntire 2015).  Emergent resources 
frequently experience difficulties in working alongside formal organisations though, initial 
reticence is often followed by a realisation that there is no other option so the responders adapt 
to the situation and work pro-socially (Barton 1969, Britton 1988, Drabek 1986, Drabek and 
McEntire 2002, Dynes 1970, Fischer 2003, Kreps 1984, Kreps 1989, Quarantelli and Dynes 
1977, Quarantelli 1978, Rodriguez, Trainor and Quarantelli 2006, Stallings and Quarantelli 
1985).  In these instances however, it is not Command and Control that adapts it is the 
responders so GSB or ICS/NIMS can actually inhibit this process if red tape is followed too 
precisely, leading to a phenomenon known as “going down by the book” and failure (Tierney 
2001). 
 
In addition to problems with emergent resources, Command and Control also struggles to 
manage convergent resources (Destro and Holguin-Veras 2011, McAleavy 2010).  
“Catastrophe” is usually followed by an influx of much needed resources, which can be delayed 
or halted by the scale, scope and complexity of the event.  The responses to Hurricane Katrina, 
the Haitian earthquake, the Tohoku earthquake and tsunami and Typhoon Haiyan stand as a 
testament to this.  Command and Control philosophy is based on numerous false assumptions 
that resources in the 4 outlined domains, along with others, can and will be sourced from 
somewhere, as the disaster gets bigger the respective frameworks are simply enlarged without 
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understanding of the significant complexities and systemic vulnerabilities that this brings 
(Dynes 1994, Lagadec 2007, McAleavy 2010, Schneider 1992).  McAleavy (2010) (p 53) stated, 
“limitations without understanding are a recipe for disaster” arguing a need for a greater 
systemic understanding of what Command and Control can and cannot achieve.  
5.5.3.1.5 Command and Control is a Candle 
 
Command and Control has its uses though it does not know the limits of its own systemic 
effectiveness (Bigley and Roberts 2001, Cole 2000, Jensen and Waugh 2014, Jensen and 
Thompson 2015, Waugh 2009a).  However, the 4 systemic vulnerabilities are a start (McAleavy 
2010).  The supporting metaphorical narrative likens Command and Control to using candles 
to provide light; as a technology it works.  If you want to read a book a candle can light your 
study and if you need more light you can get a bigger candle.  If your upstairs landing is dark, 
you can get a bigger candle and it will give you more light.  If perhaps, you need to light your 
backyard, you could make an even bigger candle, as it will provide you with a greater amount 
of light.  If the street is dark you could make a 2-storey tall candle to light up the neighbourhood 
or even a skyscraper sized one to light up a city.  Obviously, though logical this is somewhat 
nonsensical, as candles provide only a set amount of amount of light, as it is a limited 
technology.  When a significantly greater amount is needed we look to other approaches, at 
technologies such as gas and oil lamps or electricity.  However, with disasters Command and 
Control is the candle as we simply make it bigger and bigger and bigger until it fails, as there 
are no other options.  Beyond a small cadre of researchers there is limited work on mapping 
systemic limitations of Command and Control or looking at alternative methodologies so we are 
stuck in a single loop learning process (Argyris 2002).   
 
The Candle metaphor promotes a more critical perspective by opening up the mind’s inner eye.  
Indeed, Bissell (2013) (p 6) argues, “no single command and system will be effective in bringing 
all needed resources to bear on a response”, suggesting that a decentralised multiple candle 
(i.e. framework) approach may well be the future of catastrophic response.  
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5.5.3.2 The Trivial Pursuit Pie – Barriers to Interoperability 
Fig 5-9: The Trivial Pursuit Pie Metaphor 
 
 Image source: (Cortez 2014) 
 
The Trivial Pursuit Pie metaphor is based on the game piece from the award winning board 
game originally developed in Canada in 1979 (Hasbro 2015).  Its purpose is to highlight what 
can be termed the “interoperability problem”.  As discussed previously, a Command and Control 
framework is a social network that draws together increasingly more organisations as the scale 
of disaster increases (Magsino 2009, Quarantelli 2006).  For the response to be effective, 
personnel are (ideally) required to collaborate which led to the rise of the professional model 
(Kapucu 2008, McEntire 2015, O'Leary and Blomgren-Bingham 2009, Waugh and Streib 2006, 
Waugh 2009c).  However, organisations and individuals bring with them different cultures, sub-
cultures, identities, personalities, norms and values and goals, which are not necessarily 
complementary (Alvesson 2002, Bigley and Roberts 2001, Cote and Levine 2002, Schein 
1994). 
 
The Trivial Pursuit Pie visualises how these issues can inhibit the development of multi-agency 
interoperability.  The individual wedges represent an organisation, its culture, subcultures, 
identities, personalities, norms and values, agency specific legislation, plans, policies, standard 
operating procedures and tactics; formal ways of doing things and the ways things are done 
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around here.  The game piece or pie represents the emergency management legislation, policy, 
guidance and practice, and the Command and Control framework, which bring together all 
relevant organisations.  On face value, the organisations are linked together in regimented 
fashioned and if you were to place the disaster at the centre of the pie where the inner tips of 
the wedges converge then the image is an almost perfect metaphor for how Command and 
Control is supposed to work.  The organisations surround the disaster, contain it and collectively 
resolve it.  However, if you look more closely, despite the transparent game piece (Command 
and Control), the organisations are siloed.  Though, closely aligned and tightly packed they are 
self-contained within their own individual domains.  These barriers exist in organisationally 
specific cultures, identities, policies and procedures.  This ultimately restricts interoperability 
and limits what can be achieved with current approaches.  
 
Logic would advocate developing a single culture, identity and way of doing things: however in 
reality the likelihood of achieving standardisation on such a wide spectrum is likely impossible 
(Drabek 1985, Jensen and Youngs 2015).  Rather, what is needed is greater understanding of 
the limitations of existing approaches and a collective willingness to develop alternative and 
complementary approaches.  Indeed, Helsloot (2008a, 2008b) argues that efficiency in multi-
agency emergency response is more likely to be achieved in working together alone, a radically 
different ethos than the current view. 
5.5.3.3 The Golden Thread – The Spine of Command and Control 
Fig 5-10: The Golden Thread Metaphor 
 
 Image source: (Wilde 2005) 
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The Golden Thread metaphor is based on comments made by F1, who used it to describe the 
interlinked nature of the levels of Command and Control, which need to be protected as if they 
are separated or cut the system fails.  The metaphor conveys significant meaning and is likely 
influenced by Greek and Roman mythology, and traces of Hinduism.  The Greek Moirai or fates 
strung out a thread of destiny when a person was born, and cut it when they died (Atsma 2015).  
Hinduism also contains an idea of a golden thread linked to a person’s soul and the concept of 
rebirth (Acharya 2002) (p 7).  The interpretation of Command and Control as a Golden Thread 
that needs to be protected has organismic traits, and is useful in highlighting the increasing 
systemic vulnerabilities that occur as the disaster gets bigger (Morgan 2007).  Simply put, the 
longer you stretch the Golden Thread the more vulnerable to snagging, fraying and breakages 
it becomes which, resonates with trying to maintain effective Command and Control over 
increasing distances. 
 
Additionally, the metaphor can be used to address a critical issue for which there is arguably 
no correct answer.  When the thread begins to break do you turn inwards to protect the thread 
(shore up Command and Control) or outwards to deal with disaster victims?  This highlights the 
power of metaphor in engendering deeper insights and reflection. Although, they do not provide 
the answers they offer a useful mechanism to start addressing some of the complex issues 
which need to be addressed if we are to more effectively meet the needs of future “disasters” 
and “catastrophes”.  
5.5.3.4 Spinning Plates – Task Saturation and Span of Control  
Fig 5-11: The Spinning Plates Metaphor 
 
 Image source: (Bosworth 2011) 
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The Spinning Plates metaphor is rather simplistic.  It was used by CG2, CG3 and P3 to describe 
the process of managing the various command tasks.  These are viewed as plates that must 
be continuously spun and balanced, and was primarily applied in a tactical and operational 
context.  The meaning it conveys is that if too many plates (tasks) are taken on then they start 
fall and break, which symbolises ineffective command and task delegation.  Similarly, the 
metaphor can also be used to illustrate Span of Control management issues, which policy 
recommends as a ratio of between 1:3 and 1:7 (Federal Emergency Management Agency 
2008d) (p 11).  The Spinning Plates metaphor can be used to ingrain a visual manifestation of 
the task saturation and Span of Control issues commanders will likely face, and stimulate 
discussion of how these can be managed and overcome during training.  Ideally, this 
conceptual metaphor will be recalled during “real-world” operations acting as an aide-memoire 
so the embedded knowledge will reduce the likelihood of the plates crashing down. 
5.5.3.5 The Virus and Antidote – An Alternative Perspective? 
Fig 5-12: The Virus and Antidote Metaphor 
 
 Image source: (Cancer Research Institute 2015) 
 
Despite finding that Command and Control was almost the air that emergency manager’s 
breath, this study demonstrated that understanding varied.  These conceptualisations have 
traces and influences of the traditional model, which have manifested in an almost spiritual faith 
in the system and single loop learning process (Argyris 2002, McEntire 2015).  As such, many 
practitioners and some academics are either unwilling or unable to look beyond Command and 
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Control.  What is needed is a tool to open the minds to both existing and new influences, and 
innovative ways of conceptualising “disaster” and “catastrophe” response, because existing 
approaches are limited, and are not up to the challenges of the future (Bissell 2013, Lagadec 
2007).   
 
The Virus and Antidote metaphor is a derivative of Morgan’s (2007) Organism metaphor.  It is 
influenced by medical biology and is designed to flip the traditional hierarchical Command and 
Control frame by challenging the core ethos that “somebody needs to be in charge”, building 
on known critiques of Command and Control.  In layman’s terms, when an antidote is introduced 
into the body it seeks out the virus, attacks and destroys it cleaning out the infected cell.  The 
antidote builds up in the system, cleaning then reproducing within infected cells and moving on 
repeating the process until the virus is eradicated.  There is no formalised Command and 
Control; the antidote does not have a structure of commanders agreeing priorities and actions: 
there is no one in charge.  It is a decentralised way of working, at a cellular level the antidote 
simply enters a cell does its job as best it can and moves on.  If it fails, the virus remains until 
another (or alternate) dose of antidote enters the cell or the cell dies.  As a simple metaphor for 
decentralised response, this perspective offers an alternative way of conceptualising 
operations.   
 
In the most severe of disasters existing Command and Control frameworks become more and 
more ineffective as the scale increases.  The Virus and Antidote metaphor simply advocates 
that at some point organisations and individuals will be isolated and left to their own devices, 
as this is a reality of catastrophe (Bissell 2013, Fischer 2003, Lagadec 2007, Quarantelli 2006).  
When existing Command and Control fails, and it will, rather than struggling to operate in a 
failing mechanistic hierarchical framework, a reorganisation into a decentralised organismic 
model based on Virus and Antidote principles should occur and be built into exiting mechanisms 
(Morgan 2007).  Within this approach, traditional Command and Control is dispensed with and 
flexible, emergent structures simply operate in their local area until normal systems can operate 
again; the approach is for all intent and purposes a contingency arrangement for Command 
and Control (Dynes and Quarantelli 1968, Dynes, Quarantelli and Kreps 1981, Dynes 1983, 
Dynes 1994).  This builds upon Groenendaal, Helsloot and Scholtens’ (2013) (p128) 
recommendation of “task adjustment through stigmergy – a form of self-organizing, bottom up 
coordination in which activities are neither centrally controlled nor locally supervised”.  Such 
behaviour is not new idea; indeed it is well understood within academia so the metaphor is in 
part designed to close the gap between academic and practitioner knowledge.  
 
Practitioner objections, such as lack of coordination, ineffectiveness and duplication of effort 
may well be the case and are likely true to a certain extent.  However, Complex Adaptive 
Systems theory (CAS) demonstrates that many natural systems, such as the brain and 
societies to which Command and Control is applicable, evolve, adapt and indeed thrive without 
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centralisation (Chan 2001), highlighting another gap between known theory and practice.  Time 
and again these factors and considerably worse occur when Command and Control fails.  
“Disaster” and “catastrophe” are worst-case scenarios and Command and Control is an ideal 
plan for what organisations want to happen.  When it works, the frameworks are effective, but 
when they breakdown something else is needed, and the decentralised ethos that the Virus 
and Antidote metaphor advocates already occurs post disaster.  The 50 plus years of disaster 
sociology literature, which indicates the occurrence of pro-social collaborative behaviour 
evidences this.  FR1 also highlighted post-disaster behaviour linked with this metaphor amongst 
cut-off and isolated communities: 
 
 FR1 (US): “it worked very well because everybody individually erm stepped up created 
their own Command and Control knowing that eventually we would eventually get back 
together… knowing eventually our systems would be back up and running the 
government would eventually be there to assist erm and so there was no panic you 
know there’s know none of that the big thing is you need to make sure that the public 
is calm and has erm… what’s the word… and they have erm… confidence in the 
government that they are being taken care of because without that then you are gonna 
have anarchy” 
 
Such activity is a frequent post-disaster occurrence, though does not conform to the expected 
policy or media narrative and, thus is not adequately planned for (Schneider 1992, Tierney, 
Bevc and Kuligowski 2006).  Such behaviour should form the basis for Command and Control 
back-up arrangements for the most severe of “catastrophes”.  However, it would require a 
fundamentally different way of thinking involve adopting principals drawn from the Emergent 
Human Resource Model (EHRM) and built upon, not to replace Command and Control but to 
complement it (Drabek 1985, Dynes 1981, Dynes 1994, Neal and Philips 1995, Webb 2014). 
Command and Control may well be the Ying and EHRM based approaches the Yang in a 
synergistic model of the future.  Whilst, the use of community based approaches are increasing 
they are but a scratch on the surface (Berkes and Ross 2013, Coles and Buckle 2004, Federal 
Emergency Management Agency 2011, Federal Emergency Management Agency 2014m, 
H.M. Government 2011a, Kapucu 2015), what is needed is a fundamental change which is 
epitomised by S2’s comments below:    
 
 S2 (US): “Oh boy there we’ve got erm this whole system of Command and Control 
would not be necessary at all if everybody was self-reliant and resilient and able to take 
care of themselves and smart enough to not put themselves in hazards way but that 
would mean that everyone would need to high levels of education of what those 
hazards are it’s just not realistic to expect that’s gonna happen and how to protect 
themselves but that’s the goal that we want to try to achieve and that is having people 
to be able to take care of themselves be resilient in the face of all hazards all the time 
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and that would essentially eliminate the need for Command and Control for the 
application of resources to help the people in recover from things”  
 
In the developed world such a cultural shift is perhaps unlikely.  The CCIT-Box can help 
promote, and indeed provoke, debate regarding Command and Control, disaster response and 
human behaviour in order to develop greater insight and critical understanding.  Einstein is 
believed to have said, “the definition of insanity is doing the same thing over and over again, 
but expecting different results”.  The CCIT-Box is but a small step towards a double loop 
learning process intended to avoid the foolishness of not re-evaluating the philosophy on which 
emergency management is based.  This is not an easy task, indeed in some quarters it may 
not be welcomed.  But when it comes to saving lives, it is our duty to continually push the 
boundaries, to challenge the norms and values of our practices, to look for better more effective 
and innovative ways of doing things for the life that could not be saved today may well be one 
that we can save tomorrow.  
5.6 Chapter Summary 
 
Command and Control is a central aspect of emergency management, the findings show that 
it is almost the air that emergency mangers breathe.  Indeed, the concept is so deeply woven 
into practitioner’s cognitive fabric that it is not overtly questioned, personified by a quasi-
religious systemic faith that Command and Control is the right thing to do.  This is drawn from 
a strongly held belief that the approach is essential, as it is needed to bring order to perceived 
chaos.  This is influenced by the militaristic origins of Command and Control, the historic 
influential role of the armed forces in society, transition of personnel, culture and doctrine post-
Cold War, which perpetuates a top-down hierarchical frame, and the continued dominance of 
the traditional model (McEntire 2015).  
 
This systemic faith is underpinned by a logically formed, but unrealistic, hope that help will 
always come, which forms a psychosocial coping mechanism, and solidifies Command and 
Control’s influence over practice meaning change will be difficult to implement.  Furthermore, 
this dominant hierarchical and militaristic frame is blind to the extensive body of disaster scale 
and sociology research that has consistently found that pro-social behaviour follows disaster 
and that complexity occurs as disaster scale grows, indicating a significant gap between 
knowledge in practice and academia.   
 
The linguistic and visual findings provided a unique insight into both the language and imagery 
of emergency management.  Though, the data set provided a broad set of interpretations of 
Command and Control, a core hierarchal frame based on the heavy use of the Status is Position 
metaphor in both domains was uncovered.  Although, this common view has been shown to be 
intrinsically vulnerable to false assumptions and scale limitations, which are not readily 
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acknowledged by practitioners.  However, the empirical and content analysis findings indicated 
a less standardised and more contradictory picture.  The empirical findings showed that 
common themes existed based on Morgan’s (2007) Brain, Culture and Machine metaphors, 
though a shared view was lacking, meaning key organisations did not interpret Command and 
Control in the same way.  Building on this, the key content analysis themes were Terminology, 
Concept Uncertainty and Standardisation.  This indicated, that despite similar language being 
used in the field, meaning was not unversal.  So whilst attempts to standardise terminology and 
practice are being made, it is being used and understood in different ways across organsiations.  
Indeed, some organsiations belived standardisation is being achieved, whereas others did not, 
which in itself is an indication that key organsisations are not “on the page” advocating the need 
for this study and similar research in the future. 
  





This chapter reviews and reflects on the Aim, Objectives, research questions and main findings 
of the study. It also draws together the conclusions, which are formed into sections that detail 
the contributions to knowledge in terms of theory, methodology and practice.  
Recommendations are made for the emergency management field, which build on the 
knowledge and insights generated by the study.  The limitations of this study and opportunities 
for future research are discussed in the subsequent section.  The chapter and indeed thesis 
ends with a personal reflection on the study to give an experiential insight to the life cycle of the 
research process. 
6.1.1 Review of the Aim, Objectives and Research Questions 
 
The Aim, Objectives, CRQ and SRQs, outlined in chapters 1 and 2 respectively, are reviewed 




This study aimed to: “identify linguistic and visual metaphorical interpretations of Command and 
Control held by British and American emergency management practitioners in order to enhance 




1. Develop a comprehensive literature review focused on Command and Control within 
UK and US emergency management 
2. Assess the relevance of Morgan’s (2007) organisational metaphors to UK and US 
emergency management 
3. Produce linguistic and visual data that encapsulates emergency management 
practitioners’ views on Command and Control 
4. Identify linguistic and visual metaphors of Command and Control used by UK and US 
emergency management practitioners 
5. Compare and contrast the findings inter and intra country to identify patterns and trends 
6. Develop a suite of learning tools to enhance critical understanding of Command and 
Control 
 
Central Research Question (CRQ) 
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 “How do U.K. and U.S. emergency management practitioners metaphorically interpret 
Command and Control?” 
 
Supporting Research Questions (SRQ) 
 
1. Is Morgan’s (2007) organisational metaphor theory relevant to UK and US emergency 
management? 
2. What metaphors do UK and US emergency management practitioners use to make 
sense of Command and Control? 
3. Does understanding of Command and Control vary across key organisations in UK and 
US emergency management? 
4. Do interpretational differences in Command and Control affect the level of 
interoperability between emergency practitioners? 
 
Reflecting on the research outcomes, it can be concluded that the study was a success as the 
Aim, Objectives, CRQ and SRQs were comprehensively achieved.  Though, to support this 
claim it is necessary to examine how these were achieved and clearly demonstrate the 
contributions made.   
6.1.2 Review of the Key Findings 
 
As noted in the literature review, emergency management is practice orientated and under 
theorised; however there are important bodies of work addressing key research themes 
including Command and Control and disaster sociology, which are not fully integrated into 
current practice (Neal 2014, Quarantelli 2005, Rubin 2009, Smith and Wenger 2006, Tierney 
2007).  As such, Objective 1 focused on developing a comprehensive literature review in order 
to demonstrate that problems exist within current practice.  The review adopted a purposive 
method, selecting the most appropriate materials focusing on literature that was central to the 
thesis to establish the scope of the narrative (Cooper 1988).  The literature included disaster 
scales and theory, and a critical review of the origins and development of disaster research.  
The key themes focused upon were society’s historic familiarity with disaster engendered 
through physical experiences and manifested through religion and mythology, and maintained 
through contemporary pop-culture.  Interestingly, it was noted that despite this historic 
closeness scholarly interest in disaster took much longer to emerge and is a comparatively new 
academic field meaning the theoretical knowledge base is still in its relative infancy (Neal 2014, 
Tierney 1998).  
 
The study was located within the developed-world emergency management literature, though 
the links between humanitarian and emergency response were clearly demonstrated.  Indeed, 
the author posited that there is much to be learned from greater crossover, arguing that 
conceptually they are two-sides of the same coin, though this is not always reflected in practice.  
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A detailed critique of the evolution and development of emergency management followed, 
which demonstrated the relative newness of existing Command and Control frameworks.  The 
philosophy of Command and Control was reviewed and critiqued to demonstrate society’s 
historic familiarity, and to a certain extent comfort, with authoritarian hierarchies and being told 
what to do, resulting in this approach becoming culturally embedded (Bendix 2001, Gilbert 
2008).  Consequently, as a result of this societal affinity with both disaster and hierarchical 
management the UK and US Command and Control frameworks, which date from the 1970’s, 
feel much older and have become so heavily embedded (Cole 2000, Dynes 1994, Hills 1994, 
McEntire 2015), that, in the words of the author, “they have become almost the air that 
emergency manager’s breathe”.   
 
A theoretical framework was then constructed within the management and organisations 
domain using culture, identity and metaphor to facilitate a multi-lensed critique of existing 
practice.  The review demonstrated that practice is impacted by cultural and identity problems 
that can have both a positive and negative influence on disaster response.  Inter and intra-
organisational cultures and sub-cultures may or may not align, differing identities often clash 
and rivalries, politics and “red-tape” can marginalise or ostracise organisations and informal 
groups compromising efficiency; yet, despite these limitations these frameworks are still 
retained (Tierney 2001, Waugh 2009b).  The literature review highlighted theoretical, historic 
and practical limitations related to the use of Command and Control, which established the 
CRQ by identifying a clear research gap, and thus comprehensively achieved Objective 1. 
 
Disaster research has historically been typified by inductive field studies (Lindell 2011, Stallings 
2006).  Often, a specific disaster or organisation has provided the focal point for the research 
(Fischer et al. 2006, Hogg 1980, Holguin-Veras et al. 2007, Kapucu 2006, Laska and Morrow 
2006, McEntire et al. 2013, Wachtendorf, Brown and Holguin-Veras 2013, Waugh 2009a, 
Wenger, Quarantelli and Dynes 1989).  The cited works presented interesting and much valued 
contributions, so the purpose herein is not a critique.  Rather, it is to highlight the important 
contribution this study has made in terms of international comparative research, as there are 
“few publications to address emergency management from a comparative perspective” 
(McEntire 2010) (p 12).  Furthermore, a considerable amount of the literature stems from the 
US so this work adds to the growing body of international work (Dynes 1988, McEntire 2010, 
Tierney 2007).  It is notable that in McEntire’s (2010) edited volume “Comparative Emergency 
Management: Understanding Policies, Organizations and Initiatives from Around the World”, 
the chapter on UK emergency management, although an excellent piece, was not written by a 
UK academic or practitioner, rather by the esteemed Naim Kapucu based at the University of 
Central Florida (Kapucu 2010).  Again, this is an observation rather than a criticism used to 
highlight the limited body of comparative UK/US research to which this study contributes, and 
indeed the relatively small body of UK emergency management research as a whole.  There 
are excellent works, such as those by O’Brien (2005, 2006, 2007), Andersen and Adey (2011, 
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2012, 2010, 2011, 2012), Flin, Crichton and Arbuthnot (2008, 2005, 2002), Hawe, Wilson and 
Coates (2012, 2011), and Pollock (2013, 2015) amongst others.  However, it is lacking critical 
mass.  This study made a direct contribution to the UK literature with the paper “Facing Disaster 
with Wide Are Emergencies” (McAleavy 2010), which was subject to a Publisher’s inquiry for 
an extended manuscript and will be developed in the future.  Also, the initial framework, on 
which the Candle metaphor was based, was presented at the “Royal United Services Institute 
(RUSI) Command and Control 2010” conference, at Whitehall, London on 30th-31st March 2010 
(Royal United Services Institute 2010). 
 
Objectives 2, 3, 4 and 5 were focused on the research strategy: to recap, this study adopted a 
comparative mixed methods interpretivist approach, which was detailed in Chapter 3 (Blaikie 
2004a, Bryman 2012).  Both Stallings (2006) and Lindell (2011) argued that mixed methods 
approaches were the future of disaster research, which provided impetus for the research 
design.  The sample-frame engaged 30 highly experienced UK and US practitioners drawn 
from key organisations at all levels of command, which was novel in its holistic approach and 
therefore notable in its contribution.  This study engaged Operational, Tactical and Strategic 
personnel at the local level, sub-national and state officials, and both UK national and US 
federal employees. By contrast, other studies have generally focused on a single organisation, 
organisational type or career-fields (Heijes 2007, Jensen and Yoon 2011, Jensen and Carr 
2015, Marsar 2013, Wenger, Quarantelli and Dynes 1989), or a focusing disaster event, hazard 
or policy initiative (Holguin-Veras et al. 2007, O'Brien and Read 2005, O'Brien 2006, 
Wachtendorf, Brown and Holguin-Veras 2013).  This study engaged 10 organisations across 2 
countries on a key function within emergency management, and as Dynes (1988) (p 102) points 
out “the significance of disaster…is brought sharply into focus when one takes a cross cultural 
and international view”, which illustrates the important contribution made by this study (McEntire 
and Mathis 2007). 
 
The research strategy was primarily inductive, though an initial deductive weighted summation 
method was used to assess the relevance of Morgan’s (2007) organisational metaphors 
(Fischer 2003, Trochim 2006a, Zardari et al. 2015).  This transferral of a widely accepted 
organisations theory into a new domain established a framework for use in the crux of the 
research.  The field study was a series of 31 inductive semi-structured interviews (1x pilot, 15 
UK and 15 US), which were analysed using content analysis to provide context, and linguistic 
and visual metaphor analysis techniques (Lakoff, Espenson and Schwartz 1991, Morgan 2007, 
Neuendorf 2002, Steen et al. 2010).  This study paid homage to the traditions of the discipline 
by using inductive field interviews, and then built upon this with a comprehensive, innovative 
and novel methodology.  The blend of content and linguistic metaphor analysis coupled with 
the application of visual methodology inspired by the work of Schachtner (2002) delivered an 
innovative methodology in meeting Objectives 2, 3, 4 and 5.  This assessment was based on 
demonstrating the relevance of Morgan’s (2007) metaphors to emergency management 
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(Objective 2), which informed the development of the Interoperability Metaphor Analysis (IMA) 
tool.  The induction of over 500 linguistic and 30 visual metaphors (Objectives 3), were analysed 
and refined using both Morgan’s (2007), Lakoff, Espenson and Schwartz’s (1991) metaphors 
and a general category, which have not been applied either individually or collectively in 
linguistic or visual form to emergency management prior (Objective 5).  Furthermore, the 
Command and Control Interoperability Tool-Box (CCIT-Box) proposed a set of tools that 
combined significant theoretical and practical contributions that enhance critical understanding 
of Command and Control by closing the gap between academic and practitioner knowledge in 
a novel but meaningful way.  For example, the posited Theory of Interoperability Metaphors 
(TIM) which establishes the basis of a new “language of emergency management” based on 
the use of metaphor within the spoken words of experienced practitioners.  This study and 
further research can build our understanding of the recurrent use of mutually understood 
metaphors across individuals and organisations.  The findings enhance interoperability as 
linguistic metaphor use offers a key to unlocking greater joint-understanding and timely 
communicative power, which are much needed traits in emergency management (Lakoff and 
Johnson 2003).  These elements formed the major contributions posited by this study 
(Objective 6), and ensured the successful achievement of the Aim and Objectives. 
6.1.3 Answering the Central Research Question (CRQ) 
 
The CRQ asked, “how do U.K. and U.S. emergency management practitioners metaphorically 
interpret Command and Control?”  Chapters 4 and 5 indicated that there was no simple and 
indeed no single answer to the question as Command and Control is interpreted in different 
ways.  The findings however, provided a detailed and comprehensive answer to the CRQ 
beginning with the exploratory use of Morgan’s (2007) metaphors as an analytical framework 
within emergency management.  This provided a novel contribution as the theory though widely 
used in semantics, pragmatics, communications; media, business and management (Barbosa-
de-Oliveira and Dias-da-Silva 2010, Billups 2011, Harries 1978, Lawley 2001) had not been 
applied to this field in this way prior.  And, in doing so the framework demonstrated a range of 
metaphorical constructs that UK and US practitioners used to interpret and understand 
Command and Control answering, in part, the CRQ.  Consequently, using Morgan’s framework, 
practitioners viewed Command and Control as a Brain, Culture or Machine, which 
demonstrated that key organisations do not have the same understanding of Command and 
Control. 
 
The study then built upon this initial step with a more in-depth linguistic element, which collated 
approximately 300,000 words and 500+ distinct linguistic metaphor-types across the 30 
transcripts, which were detailed in section 4.3 and Appendix 6 and 7.  The research outcomes 
noted shared and individual linguistic metaphors, and usage of Lakoff, Espenson and 
Schwartz’s (1991) and Morgan’s (2007) metaphors in natural speech, which established the 
theoretical basis of a metaphorical language of emergency management,  The findings were 
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refined and developed into a Theory of Interoperability Metaphors (TIM), which has significant 
future research application.  These addressed the CRQ answer, whilst making a significant 
contribution to knowledge by presenting avenues for future organisational interoperability and 
metaphorical linguistics research and opening up new theoretical constructs.   
 
Command and Control was found to be so heavily embedded in practice that the author 
suggests “it is almost the air that emergency managers breathe”, despite current frameworks 
only emerging the 1970s, which aligns with Dynes’ (1994) (p 142) dominant and McEntire’s 
(2015) (p 112) traditional models.  The linguistic and visual findings built upon this by illustrating 
the range of metaphorical frames used, which were relatively broad ranging.  These included 
shared metaphors such as, Status as Position, Progress is Forward Motion, Cooking, Games 
& Play and Conducting Research is Solving a Problem.  UK individual metaphors including, 
Natural World, Construction, Acting is Feeding On, Navigation; the Mind is a Container for 
Objects and, Clothing and Shopping.  And, US individual metaphors, Obstacles to Action are 
Obstacles to Motion and Ideas are Constructed Objects. 
 
The overwhelming use of the Status is Position metaphor in both linguistic and visual domains 
indicated that a clear top-down hierarchical frame exists.  This was linked to a quasi-religious 
faith in Command and Control as being essential to bring order to the chaos of disaster, despite 
a significant body of academic research that suggests otherwise.  This faith was underpinned 
by a sacrosanct and idealistic belief that higher levels of command will always provide aid, 
which was unsupported by the literature, and seemed to form part of a psychosocial coping 
mechanism.  The result is a heavily embedded philosophy, which is enshrined in practice 
through legislation.  Though, despite Waugh’s (2009c) (p 172) view that it has all the trademarks 
of a fad this fundamental belief will be hard to change even though research indicates it is 
necessary to combat the disasters of tomorrow (Bissell 2013, Wenger, Quarantelli and Dynes 
1990).   
 
This study defined and clearly articulated important bodies of literature pertaining to disaster, 
disaster scales, Command and Control limitations and disaster sociology, which are almost 
entirely ignored in practice.  A major contribution, was not in demonstrating a gap between 
academia and practice as that has been noted (Jensen et al. 2014, Neal 1993, Neal 2014, 
Quarantelli 2005, Rubin 2009, Smith and Wenger 2006, Tierney 2007), but rather in 
demonstrating the extent of this divergence in a comparative study of 2 countries that includes 
high-level practitioners at all levels of the respective Command and Control frameworks.  Thus, 
the contribution is in building on the previous research by defining the scale of the knowledge 
gap in a holistic and comparative manner, and developing tools to narrow it.  Furthermore, this 
study also advanced the work of Pollock (2013), who focused on persistent interoperability 
lessons identified but not being learnt, by demonstrating the prevalence of a single loop in terms 
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of UK and US Command and Control learning, which currently inhibits systemic criticality, 
helping to maintain the status quo (Argyris 2002).  
 
Furthermore, 30 visual metaphors were collated with notable ease as each participant took only 
a few minutes to produce a rich depiction of Command and Control.  These images 
demonstrated the communicative power of visual methodology to quickly transmit complex and 
detailed information, which provided a snapshot of how the sampled practitioners 
metaphorically interpreted Command and Control (Banks and Zeitlyn 2015, Pink 2012).  5 
shared metaphors (between the UK and US participants) drawn from Lakoff, Espenson and 
Schwartz’s (1991) Master List and a general category were noted; Status is Position, Progress 
is Forward Motion, Cooking, Games and Play, Conducting Research is Solving Problems.  6 
UK metaphors were noted; Natural World, Construction, Acting on is Feeding, Navigation, the 
Mind is a Container for Objects and Clothing and Shopping, and 2 US Obstacles to Action are 
Obstacles to Motion and Ideas are Constructed Objects.  Also, the use of Morgan’s Culture, 
Organism, Machine, Political System and Flux and Transformation metaphors was found in 
practitioners’ natural language.  Similarly, 30 visual metaphors of Command and Control were 
collected and despite surface variability the almost universal use of the Status is Position 
metaphor was noted.  Collectively, this blend of the linguistic and visual findings, which informed 
the learning tools, summarily answered the CRQ by illustrating the range of metaphors used 
by practitioners to interpret Command and Control. 
6.2 Contributions to Knowledge 
6.2.1 Contributions to Theory  
 
This study clearly demonstrated the power of metaphor, both linguistic and visual, to 
communicate greater depth and meaning beyond the spoken word (Lakoff and Johnson 2003, 
Ortony 1998).  The key theoretical contributions were the Theory of Interoperability Metaphors 
(TIM) and the 5 conceptual metaphors namely Command and Control as a Candle, a Trivial 
Pursuit Pie, a Golden Thread, and Spinning Plates and as a Virus and Antidote.   
 
TIM is in its infancy, however as this was a primarily inductive study opening up new theoretical 
domains for future researchers to develop was an entirely feasible and defensible outcome.  
Whereas, the conceptual metaphors are perhaps the more theoretically refined and polished 
research outcome, TIM likely has the most potential.  Identifying, clarifying and refining a 
communicative framework based within an existing language using phrases (i.e. metaphors) 
already in wide-usage to enhance understanding in terms of clarity, timeliness and depth has 
undeniable benefits for emergency management where life is on the line.  It is an exciting 
concept with research and practitioner benefits, and a strong theoretical contribution to the field, 
which can and will evolve and develop over time. 
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Much in the same way that Morgan’s 8 metaphors enable a given organisation to be analysed 
from different perspectives, the theoretical framework established by the 5 posited conceptual 
metaphors engenders a deeper and more critical insight to Command and Control by using 
metaphor to stimulate both linguistic and visual domains to more effectively link theory to 
practice.  The combination of visual imagery and supporting narratives, the complexity of which 
can be adjusted to meet the intellectual needs of differing audiences, offers a potent learning 
tool.  In addition, each conceptual metaphor represents a theory of Command and Control and 
a critical perspective that adds to the current knowledge base.  This will enable future 
researchers (and practitioners) to better understand the limitations of current practice and more 
readily develop enhancements and alternatives to Command and Control.  
6.2.2 Contributions to Methodology  
 
This study took Morgan’s (2007) existing and well-accepted theory and for the first time applied 
it to emergency management and the visual domain to assess its relevance.  Morgan’s 
framework was then developed into an analytical framework using weighted summation, 
forming a methodological contribution to knowledge (Zardari et al. 2015).  Interoperability 
Metaphor Analysis (IMA) was designed to illustrate perceptual differences in how practitioners 
interpret and make sense of Command and Control.  IMA’s contributions are two-fold: firstly, 
the ease through which it can be applied, either paper or digital.  Secondly, it conveys an 
important learning outcome by heightening practitioners’ awareness that they may not hold the 
same views and understanding of Command and Control as their multi-agency partners. 
 
Building on the work of Schachtner (2002) this study posited Visual Interoperability Analysis 
(VIA) as a second methodological contribution.  VIA is a multi-modal tool offering individual, 
group and practitioner applications to engender more critical perspectives on Command and 
Control.  It is relatively simple to facilitate, does not take a great deal of time or equipment 
beyond pens and paper, and is effective in (literally) drawing out differences and similarities in 
perspectives by providing a visual communicative mechanism.  Criticality is enhanced via 
compare and contrast discussions that follow the task, though this is minimal in the practitioner 
application.  The contribution herein is two-fold; an application of Schachtner’s (2002) visual 
metaphor approach in another field, and development of the VIA tool, which provides a simple 
but effective mechanism to engender greater criticality.  
6.3 Contributions to Practice 
 
Historically, disaster research has leant towards practical research as opposed to theoretical 
advancement mostly out of necessity as funding bodies favoured applied research as opposed 
to “blue-sky” thinking (Lindell 2011, Neal 2014, Quarantelli 1993, Stallings 2006, Tierney 2007).  
As such, this study balanced theoretical advancement and practical application (Lindell 2011).  
The CCIT-Box is applied theory in that the tools are designed to complement rather than 
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replace existing training initiatives.  They can be used in whole or in part and simply dropped 
in where needed.  They are simple to facilitate, require little by way of specialist equipment, and 
are flexible in that the theoretical complexity can be adjusted to suit any given audience.  Thus, 
the CCIT-Box offers a significant contribution to practice by bolstering the learning and 
development arsenal with a set of theoretically sound, flexible and innovative tools that 
effectively narrow the gap between academia and practice. 
6.3.1 Validated Learning Tools 
 
The CCIT-Box is judged to be effective as the tools have been tried and tested in both academic 
and practitioner settings with positive results.  In addition to the McAleavy (2010) article and 
the RUSI (2010) conference presentation, the Candle metaphor was presented at the Dealing 
with Disasters International conference held in Glamorgan, Wales on 28th-29th November 2011 
(University of South Wales 2011).  A session informed by this study entitled “A New Training 
Methodology for Disaster Management Professionals” was presented at the Higher Education 
Academy Geography and Environmental Sciences Symposium at Coventry University on 19th 
April 2013.  A guest lecture that included an overview and a defence of the methodology, interim 
findings, and the Trivial Pursuit Pie metaphor was delivered to a distinguished audience, 
including full Professors, at the Institute of Hazard, Risk and Resilience (IHRR) at Durham 
University on 14th October 2013.  Furthermore, the conceptual metaphors were used on 
Continuing Professional Development (CPD) contracts in Dubai, United Arab Emirates (UAE) 
at the International Emergency and Catastrophe Management Conference on 25th-27th March 
2014.  As well as the 3rd Emergency Healthcare Provider Conference on 10th-12th November 
2015 and, the 11th Nursing Symposium on 9th-10th June 2015, both of which took place at Prince 
Sultan Military Medical City in Riyadh, Saudi Arabia.   
 
The tools have also been integrated into the undergraduate (UG) and postgraduate (PG) 
disaster management programmes at Coventry University, where they were well received.  
Most notably, at the Masters level which includes a high number of experienced practitioners.  
Indeed, the “challenge to current thinking around Command and Control by Tony McAleavy” 
was noted in a 2015 PG Module Evaluation Questionnaire as the highlight of the module.  The 
tools fuel critical discussion as they open up the mind to different ways of looking at Command 
and Control.  Students readily engage with classroom discussions and many follow up the 
classes either via email or telephone in the following weeks, which demonstrates the power of 
the tools to promote deeper thought and reflection.  
 
At their most basic, the tools advocate that not everyone interprets Command and Control in 
the same way; they stimulate critical discussion on interoperability and other key problems.  
They promote a simple message that you need to clearly understand how you and partner 
organisations understand Command and Control if you are to more effectively work together.  
Beyond that, they engender a deeper and more critical perspective by bridging the gap between 
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what is known in academia and practice using an innovative, novel and most importantly 
accessible mechanism based on the use of metaphor.   
6.3.2 Reflective and Thought Provoking Communicative Mechanism 
 
Those being taught do not necessarily have to agree with or indeed like the tools or 
perspectives associated with them.  Indeed, the validation experience suggests that despite a 
core hierarchical frame differences are likely as perspectives vary.  The CCIT-Box promotes 
individual thought and reflection; the tools are not designed to convince people that they are 
wrong or to promote standardisation.  Ideally, their use should lead to some perceptual change, 
although mapping this is beyond the scope of this study.  Even if someone remains locked in a 
single loop learning process, the individual reflection, the heightened awareness of differing 
perspectives and familiarisation with new concepts and issues associated with the tools, 
whether or not accepted, are still a valuable learning experience, and may well sow the seeds 
for future change however long that may take.  It is this ability as an effective learning and 
communicative mechanism, which has been developed through a rigorous field study and 
validated through multiple activities, that ensures the CCIT-Box is a valuable and worthy 
contribution to practice.   
 
Furthermore, the field-testing undertaken was in a multi-cultural environment.  The classes 
included European and international students from Africa, Asia, the Middle East and North 
America, the CPD contracts were delivered in Middle-Eastern countries to international 
audiences from multi-faith backgrounds.  Furthermore, the IHRR guest lecture, RUSI and 
Dealing with Disasters conference presentations were also delivered to international audiences 
that included academics, practitioners, and both the public and private sectors.  This suggests 
that the tools have international and inter-cultural relevance.  As the disaster research tradition 
is heavily westernised (Drabek 2004, Dynes 2004, McEntire 2004), there is a need for research 
with inter-cultural application, particularly given “recent years have witnessed a significant 
increase in the occurrence and severity of natural and man-made disasters” which engenders 
more culturally diverse responder communities (Wilson and Gosiewska 2014) (p 632).  This 
need was addressed, to a certain extent, within this study, as the research outcomes are a 
communicative mechanism that has some inter-cultural applicability beyond the 2-country base 
from which the tools were developed.  However, the extent of this relevance is currently 
unknown as assessing this was beyond the scope of this study, and is thus an area for future 
research.  
6.3.3 Balance of Theoretical and Practical Application 
 
Drabek (2004), Quarantelli (2005), Tierney (2007), Magsino (2009), Lindell (2011) and Neal 
(2014) rightly argue for greater theoretical rigour in disaster research to ensure the field’s 
continued development and acceptance.  Accordingly, this study adopted a balanced approach 
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to make both theoretical and practical contributions as “research findings need to be better 
communicated and disseminated to emergency management professionals” (Jensen et al. 
2014) (p 165).  The CCIT-Box is a practical contribution that delivers a set of innovative tools 
that effectively, flexibly and non-invasively communicates and disseminates research into 
practice, which is invaluable. 
6.3.4 Summary of Contributions 
 
The contributions forwarded by this study combine theoretical, methodological and practical 
elements in a communicative framework that enhances interoperability for emergency 
management organsiations.  Whilst, also linking theory to practice in an accessible and 
innovative way.  The contribution and their type are summarised in Fig 6.1 below: 
 
Fig 6-1 Summary of Contributions 
No Contribution Type of Contribution 
1.  Theory of Interoperability Metaphors  Theoretical 
 
2.  Candle metaphor Theoretical 
 
3.  Trivial Pursuit metaphor Theoretical 
 
4.  Golden Thread metaphor Theoretical 
 
5.  Spinning Plates metaphor Theoretical 
 
6.  Virus and Antidote metaphor Theoretical 
 
7.  Interoperability Metaphor Analysis Methodological 
 
8.  Visual Interoperability Analysis Methodological 
 
9.  Flexible learning tools that complement 
existing practice  
Practical 
10.  Validated learning tools Practical 
 
11.  Reflective and though provoking 
communicative & learning mechanisms 
Practical 
12.  A blend of theory and practical 





This study was designed as an exploration into the application of linguistic and visual metaphor 
as a communicative tool to enhance interoperability.  So, “just as Morgan’s analysis opened up 
a whole new line of theorizing in the general organizational literature” (Lang 2008) (p 1) perhaps 
the tools theorised herein can open up new ways of thinking about and framing Command and 
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Control within the disaster and emergency management literature.  This grand aspiration could 
engender a greater understanding of Command and Control, resulting in opportunities for 
systemic improvements and potentially the development of alternative methodologies to meet 
the “disasters” and “catastrophes” of tomorrow though perceptual change would need to occur 
first (Quarantelli 2006). 
6.4.1 One: Mainstream Command and Control Limitations Research 
 
 Recommendation 1: research on limitations of Command and Control 
methodology to be more overtly promoted and engaged within practice  
 
The limitations of Command and Control are well known to the academic community (Buck, 
Trainor and Aguirre 2006, CDRSS 2006, Dynes and Quarantelli 1968, Dynes 1983, Dynes 
1994, Jensen and Waugh 2014, Kapucu 2006, McAleavy 2010, McEntire 2015, Neal and 
Philips 1995, Quarantelli 1986, Quarantelli 2002, Quarantelli 2006, Swope and Patton 2005, 
Tierney 2001, Tierney 1998), though these limitations are not readily acknowledged in practice.  
Also, post  Hurricane Katrina in 2005 a “catastrophe” research agenda emerged (Bissell 2013, 
Lagadec 2007, Quarantelli 2006) which supported the view that “ICS is not a universally 
applicable organizational form” (Trainor 2004) (p vii).  However, despite a growing body of 
literature and increasing monies through federal catastrophic grants Command and Control is 
deployed without understanding of its own intrinsic limitations (Federal Emergency 
Management Agency 2015b).  Put more simply both ICS and GSB are deployed almost 
universally without a full understanding of what these frameworks can and cannot manage in 
terms of a disaster’s scale, a situation that needs to be rectified as a matter of urgency. 
 
Beyond the growing linguistic use of the term “catastrophe”, practice remains conceptually 
locked in a ‘bigger the incident the bigger the Command and Control’ mind-set.  Furthermore, 
the UK policy definition of a catastrophe (see Fig 2.7) still maintains that the Prime Minister 
would lead the response from Whitehall in London (H.M. Government 2013a) (p 9).  This 
demonstrates no understanding of the implications of disaster scale or hyper-complexity 
suggesting that the UK is currently vulnerable to large-scale events due, in part, to a divergence 
between practitioner and academic knowledge (Bissell 2013, Kapucu 2010, Lagadec 2007, 
Quarantelli 2006).  Thus, there is a need to more overtly acknowledge the limitations of existing 
approaches, establish a double loop learning process (Argyris 2002), and ideally develop both 
contingency arrangements and alternatives methodologies. 
 
The political implications of mainstreaming known limitations of Command and Control are likely 
to be considered too high by power-brokers as the media tends to blame the Government for 
failures, whether actual or perceived (Schneider 1992).  The recommendation herein is not to 
publicly state that current approaches are ineffective and assign blame, but rather to more 
effectively acknowledge, disseminate and employ known research within practice to enhance 
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it (Jensen et al. 2014).  If practitioners are not aware of research findings then they will continue 
to do what they have always done and not proactively seek meaningful change.  The CCIT-Box 
is a starting point, offering a mechanism to begin this process.  What is needed is a broader 
theoretically informed policy base that encapsulates understanding that some disasters are 
indeed bigger than others linked to a paradigm shift based on the emerging “catastrophe” and 
hyper-complexity research that actually informs practice, which is no easy feat (Bissell 2013, 
Lagadec 2007, Quarantelli 2006).  
6.4.2 Two: Mainstream Disaster Mythology and Sociology Research 
 
 Recommendation 2: Disaster Mythology and Sociology should be more overtly 
promoted and engaged within practice 
 
Disaster myths pervade the media and as a consequence emergency management policy 
(Barton 1969, Dynes 1994, McEntire 2015, Neal 2014, Stallings and Quarantelli 1985, Tierney, 
Bevc and Kuligowski 2006).  Neal (2014) (p 3) stated “we continue to see or participate in 
exercises with the disaster myths, when we see decisions made during disasters grounded in 
disaster myths, when we hear decision makers talk about disaster myths influencing their 
decisions (or being surprised that certain myths did not occur), then we must reconsider our 
efforts”.  This study found that disaster myths, notably of chaos and panic, were strongly held 
beliefs, and observed a significant gap between key practitioner’s understanding of disaster 
sociology and actual human behaviour noted in the literature (Barton 1969, Britton 1988, 
Drabek and Evans 2007, Drabek and McEntire 2002, Dynes 1970, Dynes 1973, Dynes, De 
Marchi and Pelanda 1987, Fischer 2003, Forrest 1988, Kreps 1984, Quarantelli and Dynes 
1977, Quarantelli 1986, Schneider 1992, Stallings and Quarantelli 1985, Stallings 2005, 
Stoddard 1968, Tierney 1998).  This is a significant issue that must be addressed, as “in the 
aftermath of virtually every disaster situation, a “gap” exists between the emergent norms that 
guide social interactions and the bureaucratic norms that dominate governmental activity” 
which needs to be closed (Schneider 1992) (p 135).  Command and Control practice is founded 
on assumptions, myths and beliefs that are untrue and practitioners are surprised when the 
frameworks based on these fail, yet they only question what they do rather than why they do it: 
accordingly, the CCIT-Box provides a mechanism to effect real change (AFS Intercultural 
Programs 2015, Argyris 2002).   
 
The posited conceptual metaphors help to address this problem, but are only a small part of 
what must be a wider strategy which mirrors the broader mainstreaming issues faced by 
disaster research (Tierney 2007).  Such an initiative would be hampered by the professionalised 
nature of the field, particularly in the UK, and exacerbated by the “strong anti-book or even anti-
intellectualism strain in the profession” (Neal 2014) (p 3).  This needs to be overcome as a 
matter of urgency and embedding the CCIT-Box in practice can help. 
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6.4.3 Three: Develop a Metaphorical Language of Emergency 
Management 
 
 Recommendation 3: Develop a metaphorical language of emergency 
management to enhance multi-agency interoperability 
 
This study’s findings clearly demonstrated the communicative power of metaphor, which was 
then harnessed by the CCIT-Box tools in a theoretical framework with both academic and 
practitioner applications.  The posited Theory of Interoperability Metaphors (TIM) is but the start 
of a potentially exciting new research agenda, which build upon this initial study of the linguistics 
of emergency management.  Building a greater understanding of what practitioners say, how 
they say it, and developing an understanding of what they actually mean when they say it is of 
critical importance to emergency management.  Metaphor offers a mechanism to achieve this 
as they already exist within spoken language, as was demonstrated within this study, and they 
can be used to effectively develop and enhance understanding across multiple organisations 
(Lakoff and Johnson 2003, Morgan 2007). 
 
Fig 5.7 outlined the initial TIM framework that can be tested with similar and dissimilar sample-
frames of practitioners drawn from a broader range of organisations to refine and further 
develop the theory.  Other metaphors will emerge as the research field develops and those 
currently established may diminish in importance as the lexicon expands.  The initial qualitative 
approach, may give way to quantitative methods to determine empirical tendencies, and both 
multi- methods (qualitative or quantitative) and mixed methods (both) may also be used to 
advance the theory (Cresswell and Plano Clark 2011). 
6.4.4 Four: Embed Learning Tools within Practice  
 
 Recommendation 4: Embed the learning tools within existing learning and 
development activities 
 
Embedding the tools will support the implementation of recommendations 1 and 2 by providing 
a flexible learning mechanism.  These tools can be used to both demonstrate the limitations of 
Command and Control, and, in its current guise, to teach some aspects of disaster sociology 
in an accessible manner.  This study outlined a number of barriers to change in terms of 
Command and Control practice resulting from its deeply embedded position.  As such, a 
considered implementation strategy is required: for example promoting “Metaphors of 
Command and Control” training is likely to alienate practitioners due to its perceived academic 
nature as metaphor is not widely associated with practice.  So, whereas this novelty is beneficial 
in an academic sense it is a potential weakness in practice.  Hence, the CCIT-Box was designed 
in a flexible manner to complement existing learning and development programmes.  Indeed, 
the word metaphor does not need to appear at all unless it is beneficial to discuss the 
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methodology.  The tools can be used as a set or individually dropped into the existing 
programmes as necessary where the discussion-based format is used to promote critical 
reflection and deeper thought.  The tools can simply be tagged onto existing GSB or ICS/NIMS 
training with minimal fuss as the equipment required is nothing beyond that of a standard 
training session (i.e. PowerPoint/laptop, paper, pens and a facilitator).  Ideally, this should be 
rolled across the respective US and UK Command and Control frameworks to capture the local, 
state and national/federal levels of command, although research has identified significant 
problems with standardisation (Drabek 1985, Jensen 2009), and simply pushing out the CCIT-
Box as new doctrine would likely add to the training burden leading to variable implementation 
(Jensen 2011, Jensen and Youngs 2015).  
 
The recommended strategy would be a targeted approach facilitated via the UK Department of 
Communities and Local Government’s (DCLG) Resilience and Emergencies Division’s (RED) 
4 geographic teams (H.M. Government 2013a) and the 10 Federal Emergency Management 
Agency (FEMA) Regions (Federal Emergency Management Agency 2014g). RED teams liaise 
with all UK LRFs and the FEMA regions liaise with the states meaning broad coverage up and 
down the Command and Control frameworks could be achieved.  Given the involvement of 
RED and FEMA Region One within the study, the development of a “train the trainer” 
programme facilitated via RED and the FEMA Regions is feasible.  This could be augmented 
through engagement with the UK Emergency Planning Society (EPS), the International 
Association of Emergency Managers (IAEM) and the FEMA Emergency Management Institute, 
which could bring academics and practitioners together, providing excellent opportunities to 
disseminate the CCIT-Box tools. 
6.4.5 Five: Develop Collaborative International Network(s) for the 
Development of Command and Control Alternatives 
 
 Recommendation 5: Develop a collaborative international network(s) that 
engage both academics and practitioners to develop alternative and 
complementary approaches to Command and Control  
 
The tools are intended to stimulate perceptual change through engendering critical and deeper 
thought.  There are already specialist interest groups, both academic and practitioner, that 
focus on Command and Control however, research into alternatives to Command and Control 
is very limited such is its dominance (Drabek 1985, Dynes 1981, Dynes 1994, Neal and Philips 
1995, Scholtens, Jorritsma and Helsloot 2014).  With the growing understanding of 
“catastrophe” and hyper-complexity, and an expanding research base the potential for further 
collaborative research exists, such as that used to develop the theory of hyper-complexity 
(Lagadec 2007, Lagadec 2006).  Initially, the approach may be the much-maligned 
problem/solution model (Tierney 2007).  Indeed, the tools could be used as a theoretical base 
which groups of academics and practitioners could then build upon to collectively develop 
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alternatives to the dominant Command and Control model.  In the first instance, establishing 2 
hubs, 1 in the UK and 1 in the US, then expanding through RED/FEMA and the academic 
community would establish a collaborative international network to take this important research 
theme forward.  Part of this work would be to connect with other existing disaster research 
networks as “disasters impact all nations directly or indirectly” (McEntire 2010) (p 5) to establish 
synergies wherever possible.  Disasters bring numerous organisational actors together within 
Command and Control, which has known and unknown limitations to what it can achieve.  Thus, 
we must collaboratively strive to understand our current frameworks in more depth, and look to 
develop alternative and complimentary approaches to effectively manage the disasters of 
tomorrow. 
6.5 Limitations of the Study 
 
All research has limitations derived from the characteristics of the research design, which 
influence the interpretation of the findings, their validity, generalisability, utility, and the 
contributions to both theory and practice (University of Southern California 2015).  These 
limitations are not necessarily faults but rather opportunities to reflect, learn and develop 
opportunities for future research. Although, reflecting on the limitations of research and outlining 
avenues of future research “is not addressed in the editorial guidelines of any of the major 
management journals” it is certainly a valued component within this study (Brutus, Aguinis and 
Wassmer 2013) (p 64).   
6.5.1 Limited Sample Frame 
 
This study engaged 30 practitioners and 10 organisations across 2 countries within a purposive 
sampling method (Bryman 2012, Walliman 2006).  This strategy was wholly appropriate for the 
adopted interpretative philosophy, the Aim, Objectives CRQ, SRQs and mixed methods 
approach (Schwandt 2000).  However, the findings are a snapshot so they are not 
representative of or generalisable to UK and US emergency management (Carr and Jensen 
2015).  This was never the Aim, as the primarily inductive approach resulted in the development 
of new theory in the form of the learning tools, which provided the core contributions to 
knowledge.  That said, the expansion of the study to include a wider sample-frame with more 
participants, drawn from a broader range of organisations such as the voluntary and private 
sectors and academia, and the inclusions of other countries (as was originally intended) would 
have resulted in a deeper, richer and more generalisable data-set and perhaps new metaphors.  
However, this was beyond the intended scope as to achieve this was deemed outside the 
SMART philosophy adopted and the resources available (Bogue 2005, Drucker 2011).   
6.5.2 Weighted-Summation Method 
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The weighted summation method (Zardari et al. 2015) used to assess the relevance of 
Morgan’s (2007) metaphors was limited in nature.  This was by design as the approach taken 
achieved the necessary outcomes, and the limitations were readily acknowledged within the 
methodology.  A fully quantitative approach could have provided more than a relative indication 
of perceptual differences by adding actual value to the figures generated, and significance to 
the differences between the levels of perception.  However, this was not required to achieve 
the Aim, Objectives and CRQ.  Reflecting on this research element, whilst it achieved the 
intended outcomes, its contribution to the overall study is somewhat limited.  Therefore, with 
the benefit of hindsight a fully qualitative research strategy may have been preferable.  
6.5.3 Project Scope 
 
During the early stages of research it was necessary to refine the focus of the study to ensure 
that it was SMART (Locke 1968, Locke and Latham 2002).  As a consequence, not only was 
the country and organisational sample-frame reduced but the scope of the interview question 
schedule was also narrowed.  A decision was taken to focus on interpretations of Command 
and Control only, and to omit questions on disaster scale, although the open nature of the 
interviews allowed for some discussion of this.  The rationale was that disaster scale was not 
within the Aim and Objectives and the question schedule already contained 18 questions.  This 
decision was ratified as the interviews averaged between 60 and 90 minutes, 500+ linguistic 
and 30 visual metaphors were collated resulting in the development of the CCIT-Box.  Greater 
integration of disaster scale theory within the field-study would have added an interesting 
dimension.  However, this was not feasible as the question schedule would have become 
unmanageable and the interviews overly long, which may have risked participant rapport and 
interest (Chrzanaowska 2002). 
6.6 Opportunities for Future Research 
 
Knowledge builds through incremental development, a theory is developed it is accepted then 
it is refined and sometimes replaced over time (Bryman and Bell 2011, Saunders, Lewis and 
Thornhill 2008).  Thus, research should never really stand still and as this study was a 
preliminary exploration of metaphor use in emergency management a number of opportunities 
for future research emerged.  A summary of these is provided in Fig 6.2 below: 
 
Fig 6-2: Opportunities for Future Research 
1. Measuring perceptual change through CCIT-Box usage: the tools are designed to 
engender deeper more critical thought.  An avenue of future research could be to 
measure the perceptual changes triggered by CCIT-Box usage.  This could be through 
quantitative, qualitative or mixed methods research, which would make an interesting 
continuation of this study 
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2. Expanded Study: a further study using the same or similar methods applied to a 
larger sample-frame and geographic area, and/or additional countries would result in 
more generalisable data 
3. Development of the Interoperability Metaphor Analysis (IMA) Method: IMA was 
designed as a simple method to identify perceptual differences.  Further development 
of the approach using a fully quantitative approach that statistically defines the 
differences between perceptions would enhance the method.  This could also be 
digitised to speed up application of the method 
4. Why is Command and Control Essential?: a spin-off of this study focused on 
investigating why practitioners believe Command and Control to be essential would be 
an interesting advancement of this research.  A variety of methodologies embracing 
qualitative, quantitative or mixed methods approaches using either questionnaires, 
focus groups or interviews could be employed effectively to investigate this hypothesis  
5. A Study of Principal Agent and Social Networks within Command and Control: an 
interpretive study using a combined principal agent and social network framework to 
map perceived power dynamics and relationships within a given Command and Control 
framework would be a useful research addition.  Semi-structured interviews and visual 
methodology could be used 
6. Command and Control as a Psychosocial Coping Mechanism: a deductive 
psychology informed study to investigate a hypothesis of Command and Control as a 
psychosocial coping mechanism would advance the findings of this research.  This 
study would offer an interesting and valuable contribution that would help understand 
why Command and Control has become so dominant and almost sacrosanct to UK and 
US practitioners 
7. Develop a Metaphorical Language of Emergency Management: this study posited 
a Theory of Interoperability Metaphors (TIM).  Combining these findings with known 
communications and linguistics theories in further research could produce an interesting 
study that would have application for organisational interoperability in helping 
practitioners communicate more effectively 
8. A Study of Perceptions of Disaster Scale: building on the disaster scale theory 
covered in the literature review, it would be interesting to conduct a study of what 
practitioners consider to be an emergency, disaster and a catastrophe then compare 
the findings with the literature  
9. Gender Issues within Command and Control: this study included 5 female 
participants CG1, LG3, P2, F3 and A2.  The sample-frame was purposive and gender 
was not a determining factor.  CG1 was the only participant to raise gender issues noting 
a perceptual difference between commanding and bossy with males being the former 
and females the later.  An inductive exploration of gender issues within Command and 
Control would be an interesting prospect 
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10. Develop Conceptual Metaphors to address other Emergency Management 
problems: the CCIT-Box is envisaged as a constantly developing entity.  Overtime, the 
tools will be refined, developed, replaced and added to.  Indeed, at the time of writing a 
further conceptual metaphor is underdevelopment “recovery as the missing piece of the 
jigsaw puzzle” which, is designed to address the lack of integration of recovery within 
conceptualisation of Command and Control 
11. Use of this Study’s Methodology in other aspects of Disaster Research: one of this 
study’s contributions was a novel and innovative methodology that used both linguistic 
and visual approaches.  Thus, there is potential to apply these methods in other areas 
of disaster research, and indeed to study Command and Control in other cultural and 
international settings 
12. Further Comparative Command and Control Studies: Command and Control is seen 
by many countries as the model to aspire to.  The United Arab Emirates (UAE) has 
adopted the UK GSB model, this presents an interesting research opportunity to 
investigate both practical and cultural issues as the wholesale transferal of a policy from 
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6.7 Personal Reflections on the Study 
 
A PhD is a long and often lonely process, perhaps even more so for a part-time distance 
student; it is full of peaks and troughs, though it is one that has been immensely rewarding, 
enlightening and fulfilling.  When I started out on this journey I was a practitioner, a Local 
Government Civil Contingencies Officer (CCO) in Country Durham based some 325 miles from 
the University of South Wales.  As this study progressed so did my career.  Building on my prior 
H.M. Coastguard and Ambulance Service experience, I was promoted to Senior CCO, then 
Deputy Civil Contingencies Manager and Civil Contingencies Manager, the highest-ranking 
emergency manger in the organisation.  This experience augmented my research by exposing 
me to emergency management on a daily basis and incident command throughout all levels of 
the GSB framework, which was invaluable to my research.  However, it was career and life 
events in 2012 that truly set this study in motion.  In January 2012 (now) Professor Martin 
Rhisiart became my Director of Studies; in July 2012 I joined Coventry University as a Senior 
Lecturer in Disaster Management and my son Oliver James McAleavy was born on September 
19th 2012.  The combination of the reinvigorated support, the new full-time academic 
environment and my family has been critical in bringing this project to completion, and without 
it I may have floundered. 
 
Similar to many early stages PhD researchers, I was somewhat uncertain and took time to 
focus my studies and understand what a PhD actually was (Phillips and Pugh 2007).  This was 
perhaps exacerbated as a part-time distance student and a full-time practitioner.  I can 
remember numerous occasions of sitting down to research on an evening or a weekend only 
to be deployed.  Admittedly, I loved the operational work, that was why I did the job and I still 
miss it, but it wasn’t an ideal way to complete a PhD.  Indeed, of Phillips and Pugh’s (2007) 
ways of not getting a PhD I’ve probably “achieved” most of them, taking several promotions 
and a career change with 2 house moves, and a child thrown in for good measure.  However, 
as Hannibal informed his generals when told elephants could not cross-mountains, “aut viam 
invenian aut faciam” - I’ll either find a way or make one, and I did (Knox 1922) (p 27).  I am 
proud of this submission, as I believe it makes a valuable contribution.  It has likely been my 
biggest challenge to date.  Undoubtedly, there will be many more but I am thankful for the 
knowledge, skills and resolve that I have gained as the experience will serve me well. 
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7.2 Appendix 1: Emergency Support Functions (ESF) 
 
Table of Emergency Support Functions (ESF) 
ESF Scope 
1. Transportation Aviation/airspace management and control Transportation 
safety Restoration/recovery of transportation infrastructure 
Movement restrictions Damage and impact assessment  
2. Communications Coordination with telecommunications and information 
technology industries Restoration and repair of 
telecommunications infrastructure Protection, restoration, and 
sustainment of national cyber and information technology 
resources Oversight of communications within the Federal 
incident management and response structures 
3. Public Works and 
Engineering 
Infrastructure protection and emergency repair Infrastructure 
restoration Engineering services and construction management 
Emergency contracting support for life-saving and life-sustaining 
services 
4. Firefighting Coordination of Federal firefighting activities Support to wildland, 
rural, and urban firefighting operations January 2008 ESF 
Annexes Introduction ESF-i ESF-ii ESF Annexes Introduction 
January 2008 ESF Scope 
5. Emergency 
Management 
Coordination of incident management and response efforts 
Issuance of mission assignments Resource and human capital 
Incident action planning Financial management 











Comprehensive, national incident logistics planning, 
management, and sustainment capability Resource support 
(facility space, office equipment and supplies, contracting 
services, etc.) 
8. Public Health and 
Medical Services 
Public health Medical Mental health services Mass fatality 
management  
9. Search and Rescue Life-saving assistance Search and rescue operations 
10. Oil and Hazardous 
Materials Response 
Oil and hazardous materials (chemical, biological, radiological, 
etc.) response Environmental short- and long-term clean-up 
11. Agriculture and 
Natural Resources 
Nutrition assistance Animal and plant disease and pest 
response Food safety and security Natural and cultural 
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resources and historic properties protection and restoration 
Safety and well-being of household pets 
12. Energy Energy infrastructure assessment, repair, and restoration 
Energy industry utilities coordination Energy forecast  
13. Public Safety and 
Security 
Facility and resource security, Security planning and technical 
resource assistance Public safety and security support, Support 




Social and economic community impact assessment Long-term 
community recovery assistance to States, local governments, 
and the private sector Analysis and review of mitigation program 
implementation 
15. External Affairs Emergency public information and protective action guidance 
Media and community relations Congressional and international 
affairs Tribal and insular affairs 
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7.3 Appendix 2: Quarantelli’s Letter to O’Leary (2002) 
 
 
Source: (Quarantelli 2002) 
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7.4 Appendix 3: Question Schedule 
 
Interview Number / Date: Interviewer: Tony McAleavy 




Rank, Role or Title: 
Interview Policy Review 
 
 Interview Consent Form 
 Interview Briefing Note 
 Interview Data Capture Policy  
 Data Protection Assurance 
 Right of Withdrawal Policy 
Interview questions: 
 
Q1: Please describe your command and control experience?  
 
 
Q2: What is command and control? 
 
 
Q3: Describe the U.K. / U.S. command and control framework?  
 
 
Q4: From your experience can you describe an example of when command and control worked well?  What happened and why? 
 
 
Q5: From your experience can you describe an example of when command and control did not work?  What happened and why? 
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Q6: What are the key policies and documentation underpinning U.K. / U.S. command and control? 
 
 
Q7: What is your organisation’s view on command and control? 
 
 
Q8: What is the purpose of command and control?  
 
 
Q9: Where did command and control originate from? 
 
 
Q10: Please draw a visual representation of command and control (see attached sheet) 
 
 
Q11: What do you see as the key elements of U.K. / U.S. command and control? 
 
 
Q12: Is command and control a useful emergency management tool?  
 
 
Q13: What factors contribute to effective command and control? 
 
 
Q14: Please give me five words to describe command and control? 
 
 
Q15: In your opinion what works well within the U.K. / U.S. command and control framework? 
 
 
Q16: In your opinion what does not work within the U.K. / U.S. command and control framework? 
 
 
Q17: Can the existing U.K. / U.S. command and control framework be improved? 
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Q18: Please read the following eight statements and indicate which of these most accurately reflects your view of command and 
control? (if more than one are relevant please mark them in order of relevance i.e. 1 most relevant etc) 
 
Command & Control is a(n): 
1. MACHINE: Efficiency, waste, maintenance, order, clockwork, cogs in a wheel, programmes, inputs and 
outputs, standardisation, production, measurement and control, design  
2. ORGANISM: Living systems, environmental conditions, adaptation, life cycles, recycling, needs, 
homeostasis, evolution, survival of the fittest, health, illness 
3. BRAIN: Learning, parallel information processing, distributed control, mind-sets, intelligence, feedback, 
requisite variety, knowledge, networks 
4. CULTURE: Society, values, beliefs, laws, ideology, rituals, diversity, traditions, history, service, shared 
vision and mission, understanding, qualities, families 
5. POLITICAL SYSTEM: Interests and rights, power, hidden agendas and back room deals, authority, 
alliances, party-line, censorship, gatekeepers, leaders, conflict management 
6. PSYCHIC PRISON: Conscious & unconscious processes, repression & regression, ego, denial, 
projection, coping & defence mechanisms, pain & pleasure principle, dysfunction, workaholis 
7. FLUX & TRANSFORMATION: Constant change, dynamic equilibrium, flow, self-organisation, systemic 
wisdom, attractors, chaos, complexity, butterfly effect, emergent properties, dialectics, paradox 
8. INSTRUMENT OF DOMINATION:  Alienation, repression, imposing values, compliance, charisma, 
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9. NONE OF THE ABOVE 
 




 Interview Recap  
 Data Analysis Process Overview  
 Research Outcomes Discussion  
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Command & Control Visualisation Recording Sheet 
 
Interview Number / Date: Name of Participant: 
Organisation: Signature: 
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Senior Lecturer – Disaster Management 
Faculty of Business, Environment & Society 




+44 (0)2476 88 8797 
tony.mcaleavy@coventry.ac.uk  
 
“METAPHORS OF COMMAND AND CONTROL IN THE UNITED KINGDOM 
AND UNITED STATES OF AMERICA”  




Firstly, may I take the opportunity to thank you for agreeing to participate in this 
research project.  Your input is greatly valued as you will undoubtedly provide 
a keen insight into the world of emergency management and a vital source of 
rich data on which to base my PhD thesis.  This welcome pack is designed to 
provide you with a general overview of the researcher, the project and the 
interview process.      
 
The Researcher: I am currently an academic at Coventry University’s 
(www.coventry.ac.uk) Centre for Disaster Management.  I am also a former 
emergency management practitioner with over ten years of experience. I have 
worked for the Ambulance Service, H.M. Coastguard and as a volunteer with 
the British Red Cross.  Additionally, I managed the Civil Contingencies Unit at 
Durham County Council prior to transiting into full-time academia in July 2012.   
As such, I have a strong professional and personal interest in emergency 
management. 
 
Research Purpose: this project forms the field research component of my PhD 
Disaster Management research programme.  I am currently enrolled at the 
University of Glamorgan Business School (www.glam.ac.uk), under the supervision 
of Dr. Martin Rhisiart (mrhisiar@glam.ac.uk) and Professor Brian Hobbs 
(bhobbs@glam.ac.uk).  Please note: a copy of the final thesis and / or a Synopsis 
Report will be made readily available to all participants at their request. 
 
Project Overview: this project is focused on the command and control models 
presently being used by practitioners to respond to emergencies in both the 
United Kingdom and the United States of America.  I am seeking to develop a 
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greater understanding of how key-emergency responders view the models, 
namely the British Gold, Silver & Bronze / CONOPS and the American Incident 
Command System (ICS) / National Incident Management System (NIMS) 
frameworks.  Consequently, I am keen to learn about your views and 
experiences, both positive and negative, of responding to emergencies in your 
respective command and control environment. 
 
Participants: Ambulance Service / Emergency Medical Services personnel, 
Fire Fighters, Police / Law Enforcement, and Local, Regional / State and 
National / Federal Government representatives are currently actively 
supporting this project.  Three participants from each agency have been 
engaged for interview purposes.  
 
Research Programme: a schedule of 32 field interviews has been arranged 
and split into three phases. Firstly, a “Pilot” phase consisting of two interviews 
with leading U.K. emergency management academics will take place to validate 
the field-interview method and processes.  This will be followed by “Live Phase 
One” which will consist of 15 U.K. based field interviews, scheduled between 
September – February 2013.  Finally, “Live Phase Two” consisting of 15 U.S. 
based field interviews, scheduled between February – June 2013 will be 
completed.  The collated data will then be subjected to rigorous analysis; which 
will involve intra and inter agency comparisons in U.K., U.S. and transnational 
contexts.  The analysed data will then be used to inform the development of my 
PhD thesis and may potentially be used in other research publications. 
 
Administration: this research project adheres to the ethics policies listed 
below and all research activities will be conducted within their parameters: 
please see the accompanying Briefing Note for further details.   
 Interview Data Capture Policy  
 Data Protection Assurance Policy 
 Right of Withdrawal Policy 
At the beginning of the interview you will be asked to sign a Consent Form and 
will have the opportunity to ask any questions you may have.  Alternatively, if 
you have any queries prior to the interview please do not hesitate to get in 
touch. 
 
May I offer my sincerest thanks and gratitude for your participation.  Your 
support is greatly appreciated and I look forward to your interview. 
Yours sincerely, 
 
 Tony McAleavy    
 
  




INTERVIEW BRIEFING NOTE 
 
 PROJECT TITLE: 
 
“Metaphors of Command and Control IN THE United Kingdom and the 
United States of America ” 
 
 INTERVIEW PURPOSE: 
 
The purpose of the interview is to gather data on participant’s views 
and experiences of command and control 
 
 SCOPE OF THE PROJECT 
 
This project is a multi-national comparative study, involving emergency 
management practitioners from the United Kingdom and the United States of 
America.  Collated data will be analysed intra and inter agency & country to 
produce the study’s research outcomes.  This data will be used to inform the 
development of a PhD Thesis and other research-informed publications that 
may include Conference and Journal Papers etc in order to progress our 
understanding of Command and Control.   
 
 DATA CAPTURE: 
 
Methods: handwritten notes, electronic voice recording and auto / 
manual transcription  
 
 DATA PROTECTION: 
 
a) Electronic Recordings: will be stored on a secure password 
encrypted server (Interviewer access only) 
b) Transcripts & Hand-Written Notes: will be stored in a filing 
cabinet in a key-card protected office at Coventry University 
(Interviewer & Supervisory Team access only) 
a) Processed Data: analysed data that is not attributable to 
individuals or specific organisations will form part of the final thesis 
and may also be published in various forms at a later date   
 
 POLICY STATEMENT: 
 
The interviewer assures that the data gathered during the research 
process will be handled in accordance with the Data Protection Policy 
below and will be used for the stated research purposes only. 
 
RIGHT TO WITHDRAW: 
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The interviewer assures that: 
 
a) The interviewee can withdraw consent at any time and by any 
means of recognised communication (i.e. phone, email or text etc)   
b) No reasons for withdrawal will be sought 





Senior Lecturer - Disaster Management 
 
Geography, Environment and Disaster Management, 
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7.6 Appendix 5: Informed Consent Form 
 
 
INTERVIEW CONSENT FORM 
 
 PROJECT TITLE: 
 
“Metaphors of Command and Control in the United Kingdom and the 




The undersigned hereby consent to participate in an interview for the 
express purpose of contributing to the PhD field research programme 
of the interviewer listed below.  This statement confirms that the 
interview will adopt an ethically appropriate manner that will do no harm 
to the participant, the respective organisations, society or the 
interviewer and will conform to the policies listed below: 
 
a) Interview Data Capture Policy 
b) Data Protection Assurance  




a) Name: Tony McAleavy 
b) University: University of South Wales 
c) Programme: PhD Disaster Management 








a) Name:  
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7.7 Appendix 6: Linguistic Metaphor Quotes – United Kingdom 
 
Agency ID Quotation Metaphor  Source Country 
CG CG1 It’s amazing the amount of experience there is out there The Mind is a Container for Objects Master List UK 
CG CG1 
I’m not entirely clear on what a critical incident is and what the difference is between critical incident 
major incident erm disruptive challenge whatever erm but I think I can bow to my colleagues within the 
emergency services where they will call something as a major incident or a critical incident 
Physical Movement Master List UK 
CG CG1 
If I work from the top down (laughing) which maybe isn’t the way a lot of others see it obviously we 
have COBR Cabinet Office Briefing Room 
Status is Position Master List UK 
CG CG1 
It can be fluid erm and then sitting underneath the SCG structure you’ve got your silver and your 
bronzes 
A Problem is a Body of Water Master List UK 
CG CG1 
In terms of the current administration is that actually there’s a lot more of the bottom up that influences 
COBR meeting as opposed to the top down that isn’t in previous administrations there’s been a real 
love affair with the COBR brand 
Status is Position Master List UK 
CG CG1 
In terms of the current administration is that actually there’s a lot more of the bottom up that influences 
COBR meeting as opposed to the top down that isn’t in previous administrations there’s been a real 
love affair with the COBR brand 
Beliefs are Lovers Master List UK 
CG CG1 
When everything and anything happens even if it’s something that we wouldn’t class as a significant 
incident at a local level if it hit the media in previous administrations that would mean that COBR was up 
and running 
Effects of Humour are Injuries Master List UK 
CG CG1 
When everything and anything happens even if it’s something that we wouldn’t class as a significant 
incident at a local level if it hit the media in previous administrations that would mean that COBR was up 
and running 
Physical Movement Master List UK 
CG CG1 
So anyway off we went we got there on on to the bandwagon of a structure of meetings the battle 
rhythm of meetings 
Person and a Horse Master List UK 
CG CG1 We then stood-up the police then stood-up a multi-agency SCG Physical Movement Master List UK 
CG CG1 
Where you have people who pull the conversation down to the operational tactical stuff which is really 
frustrating 
Status is Position Master List UK 
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CG CG1 
At the moment we are just focusing on RED Resilience you know ourselves Resilience and 
Emergencies Division and building up our knowledge and understanding and skills 
Ideas are Constructed from Objects Master List UK 
CG CG1 You get a medium sized incident you got your bronze staff your responders on the ground Status is Position Master List UK 
CG CG1 
I still think a lot of them are very effective silver commanders but they don’t give them the feedback that 
moves them up to that strategic gold level 
Status is Position Master List UK 
CG CG2 So right at the very top you’ve got COBR Status is Position Master List UK 
CG CG2 
At local you have got the Strategic Coordinating Group that’s set up by erm that’s headed up by usually 
the Assistant Chief or Chief that’s really crucial that’s what I feed into national as a Resilience Advisor* 
Acting on is Feeding Master List UK 
CG CG2 The National Risk Register falls out of that the National Resilience Planning Assumptions Premises are the Sources of Solutions Master List UK 
CG CG2 
We haven’t got there yet is the insurance side of it that’s side of it how we fully engage with it but it’s 
definitely heading in the right direction 
Physical Movement Master List UK 
CG CG2 
I think it’s actually gone back into its shell I think because we’ve had austerity people have lost erm the 
use of erm the have lost their their erm their whole sphere of what can go into an LRF and you see less 
and less voluntary sector involvement 
Physical Movement Master List UK 
CG CG2 
The whole terminology and lexicon-ology of the terms in resilience community is bonkers absolutely just 
crazy stuff and erm I find it very difficult to sometimes to erm get a grasp on what people talk about in 
meetings and I have to constantly ask them so I think that remains an issue 
Physical Movement Master List UK 
CG CG2 I don’t think that’s particular what falls out of the good bits that makes the bad bits Premises are the Sources of Solutions Master List UK 
CG CG2 
What do people need to know at local level at national level why are we here are we to bring our 
expertise in certain so we can feed into the bigger picture so do we need to know everything 
Acting on is Feeding Master List UK 
CG CG2 
It was really easy as Head of Resilience to put the plans action into place so that was about bringing 
people together bringing Resilience Advisors together erm knowing what was going on the ground* 
Status is Position Master List UK 
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CG CG2 
When it struck me that I was gonna be heading up the flooding in July erm the first thing I did was was 
actually did nothing I know it sounds bonkers 
Emotions are Forces Master List UK 
CG CG2 
Just understand the situation is understand what you’ve got to do and then just step back ten minutes 
isn’t gonna make a difference certainly at my level erm you know the actions already starting to happen 
at local level and if you just step back it’s fantastic so it’s letting people get on with what they should do 
Progress is Forward Motion Master List UK 
CG CG2 
The hardest thing to do when your gut is telling you to do something you know the emotional side kicks 
in you think there’s something I’ve gotta be able to do something to actually say either there’s nothing I 
can at this time without getting in the way and not adding value 
Emotions are Forces Master List UK 
CG CG3 When you you say UK I interpret that to mean from the the very top through to the bottom* Status is Position Master List UK 
CG CG3 
The PM (Prime Minister) to the PC (Police Constable) the very very top to the very very bottom of 
the span 
Status is Position Master List UK 
CG CG3 
I would take care to describe that pattern from the ground up some other the other services might 
define it from the top down* 
Status is Position Master List UK 
CG CG3 
Some people are deeply wedded to it some people have a pragmatic attachment to it it’s there it aint 
broke let’s not fix it lets not mess with it 
Beliefs are Lovers Master List UK 
CG CG3 
That would then encapsulate the erm local response in terms of the sort of higher level coordination  
then the national arrangements that’s set out in the concept of operations 
Status is Position Master List UK 
CG CG3 
They were a talking shop so people would come together an share information what this did in one fell 
swoop was move the information sharing down the food chain 
Status is Position Master List UK 
CG CG3 
We would dearly like to see proposals go forward how the collective the LRF can consider how we will 
in informational terms support the SCG 
Progress is Forward Motion Master List UK 
CG CG3 
Our civil protection doctrine as it pertains to Command and Control and Coordination has its roots in 
you know von Clausewitz the rules of war 
Beliefs are Plants Master List UK 
CG CG3 It’s equally important going upwards and downwards as across agencies Status is Position Master List UK 
CG CG3 I’ve occasionally got certainly police and fire officers backs up by discussing that  Progress is Forward Motion Master List UK 
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CG CG3 
The ability of a commander to actually stand out from their own service and make the case for the 
importance of multi-agency picture back to their single service more junior personnel who may be 
bridling against it 
Person and a Horse Master List UK 
CG CG3 
We knew each other on first name terms we were more or less inside each other’s heads so none of 
this sort of the hello I’m John what do you do stuff you know they were straight into it 
Abilities are Entities inside a Person Master List UK 
CG CG3 
But actually ensuring that the multi-agency the bigger picture was erm was achieved sustained and fed 
into* 
Conducting Research is Solving a 
Puzzle 
Master List UK 
CG CG3 
But actually ensuring that the multi-agency the bigger picture was erm was achieved sustained and fed 
into* 
Acting on is Feeding Master List UK 
CG CG3 The interoperability very is is a long running sore Harm is Physical Injury Master List UK 
CG CG3 
You don’t get a cultural shift in a two year programme you get a cultural shift in a five to ten year period 
and that requires service leadership political leadership sat on top of that and resourcing 
Status is Position Master List UK 
LG LG1 
Unless you’re quite disciplined and you have got that regular discipline it’s very easy to slip in and out 
of roles 
Change is Motion Master List UK 
LG LG1 It’s just one slice of the fuller picture (situational awareness) 
Conducting Research is Solving a 
Puzzle 
Master List UK 
LG LG1 It worked so well is because we exercised it to death  Speed of Action is Speed of Motion Master List UK 
LG LG1 Took a lot of fighting to get (training) 
Obstacles to Action are Obstacles to 
Motion 
Master List UK 
LG LG1 
Something else just popped into my head, what works well, urm, yeh, the kind of training and 
exercising. 
Ideas are Projectiles Master List UK 
LG LG2 Make decisions from the ground (Bronze commanders) Status is Position Master List UK 
LG LG2 
COBR for example if you had a situation where there was a fire in Durham and suddenly the instructions 
came from on high London for example 
Status is Position Master List UK 
LG LG2 On the ground (frontline responders) Status is Position Master List UK 
LG LG3 The sort of erm operational on the ground (frontline responders) Status is Position Master List UK 
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LG LG3 
You wouldn’t actually round-up people I think I’ll have you five or six there’s the guns over there so you 
know you’ve got people who are sort of really trained for specific things 
Person and a Horse Master List UK 
LG LG3 The sort of the go ahead or the referral upwards if you like is quite clear (authorisation to act) Status is Position Master List UK 
LG LG3 The strategic direction comes down Status is Position Master List UK 
LG LG3 People get in and resolve things they don’t just pass it up the line and wait for it for a response Status is Position Master List UK 
LG LG3 
It’d be a very stupid erm commander gold commander who didn’t want to know what was happening on 
the ground 
Status is Position Master List UK 
LG LG3 That we were grappling with (the incident) Thinking is Manipulating an Object Master List  UK 
LG LG3 
Most of the time you end up feeding the beast literally getting the SITREP together rather than actually 
doing what you need to be doing a lot of the time so it’s kind of juggling your priorities 
Acting on is Feeding Master List UK 
LG LG3 I kind of ask him to coral them (partners) to call a gold for snow Person and a Horse Master List UK 
P P1 
You’ve got your chief execs so below me in the gold (Police Gold Commander referring the Gold 
Command) 
Status is Position Master List UK 
P P1 But the shots are called by the national co-ordinator Competition is War Master List UK 
P P1 There are radio difficulties but they were things we have ironed out Easy Action is Easy Motion Master List UK 
P P2 Different pieces of the puzzle (multi-agency situational awareness)  
Conducting Research is Solving a 
Puzzle 
Master List UK 
P P2 There is a little bit of a rub where people haven’t shared information (friction)    Master List UK 
P P2 People on the ground* Status is Position Master List UK 
P P2 
The commander is privy to much more information and has a much wider picture than the bronze on 
the ground 
Conducting Research is Solving a 
Puzzle 
Master List UK 
P P2 As the picture comes up (situational awareness) 
Conducting Research is Solving a 
Puzzle 
Master List UK 
P P2 As the picture comes up (situational awareness) Status is Position Master List UK 
P P2 It’s all coming straight in to you (communications) The Mind is a Container for Objects Master List UK 
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P P2 Closes the window (removes a tactical option) People/Bodies are Buildings Master List UK 
P P2 Nobody’s actually gripped it at the scene (the incident) Thinking is Manipulating an Object Master List  UK 
P P2 
If there isn’t a sergeant there or an inspector there fairly quickly then it can it can get away from you 
and then once an incident is ahead of you then you’re always trying to play catching up (the incident) 
The Progress of an External Event is 
Forward Motion 
Master List UK 
P P2 
There was a gold who really wanted to be silver and weren’t going exactly how he wanted them I swear 
he was gonna walk out into the playground and be bronze as well 
Status is Position Master List UK 
P P2 Pass instructions or directions up and down the chain  Status is Position Master List UK 
P P2 Being a bronze and then they step up to silver Status is Position Master List UK 
P P2 They were getting drawn down just with their enthusiasm to help (mission creep) Status is Position Master List UK 
P P2 You can push command and control down to a level 
Being Assigned Obligation is Receiving 
Burden 
Master List UK 
P P2 You can push command and control down to a level Status is Position Master List UK 
P P3 
Human nature takes over erm some of the more rationale erm objective decision making tends to go 
out the window 
People/Bodies are Buildings Master List UK 
P P3 On the ground (frontline responders)* Status is Position Master List UK 
P P3 
There are only so many things that you can fit into one human head (complexity of response 
operations) 
The Mind is a Container for Objects Master List UK 
P P3 
If you over resource and you make those spans of control too small then you increase the dangers of 
both things falling through the gaps 
Conducting Research is Solving a 
Puzzle 
Master List UK 
P P3 
They then creep their mission away from the strategic level into filling a gap that’s  appeared at tactical 
level (Gold Commanders) 
Conducting Research is Solving a 
Puzzle 
Master List UK 
P P3 It means that it is effective when you really need to use it in anger (Silver command training) Competition is War Master List UK 
P P3 
How quickly the national decision model was getting spun around and we were making all these 
difficult decisions very quickly 
Ideas are Objects Master List   UK 
P P3 
You put command and control over it and quite quickly the whole thing starts to simplify and you get a 
grip of it  
Control is Up Master List UK 
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P P3 
You put command and control over it and quite quickly the whole thing starts to simplify and you get a 
grip of it  
Thinking is Manipulating an Object Master List  UK 
F F1 The individual organisation fits in with the big picture  
Conducting Research is Solving a 
Puzzle 
Master List UK 
F F1 We might have almost have two levels of silver in play Status is Position Master List UK 
F F1 We might have almost have two levels of silver in play Games & Play Master List UK 
F F1 
It will works (building relationships with multi-agency commanders) but it’s more difficult to achieve the 
lower down the organisation*    
Status is Position Master List UK 
F F1 
It’s fair to say that those relationships as you go up become more up the command levels between gold 
sorry bronze silver and then gold as you go up the personal the getting to know the individual 
commanders is possibly more important or more vital or beneficial   
Status is Position Master List UK 
F F1 
The Fire Services Act which outlines what we need to do this then comes down to a strategic document 
called the National Framework Document on top of that there are all of the operating procedures  
Premises are the Sources of Solutions Master List UK 
F F1 
So you could start with the Civil Contingencies Act you know all flows that down into some strategic 
guidance through Emergency Preparedness again further down into some specific guidance  
Premises are the Sources of Solutions Master List UK 
F F1 All taking the common learning from it and moving forward  Progress is Forward Motion Master List UK 
F F1 
So there needs to be that learning loop in place as well so that the organisation are moving forward 
erm and that again feeds* all the way back through  
Progress is Forward Motion Master List UK 
F F1 
So there needs to be that learning loop in place as well so that the organisation are moving forward erm 
and that again feeds* all the way back through  
Acting on is Feeding Master List UK 
F F1 The same information that was getting pushed out to various different sources  The Mind is a Container for Objects Master List UK 
F F2 
The silver level is the conduit up and down and sideways and is probably the most misunderstood 
level  
Status is Position Master List  UK 
F F2 People coming down, people coming up, and this uncertainty about what’s actually happening in silver  Status is Position Master List  UK 
F F2 
With silver sometimes there’s the, can be a clear house and very effective or can be something that’s 
fighting battles upwards and fighting battles downward  
Competition is War Master List UK 
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F F2 
With silver sometimes there’s the, can be a clear house and very effective or can be something that’s 
fighting battles upwards and fighting battles downward  
Status is Position Master List  UK 
F F2 Off-site fire service silver command was stopping the flow of information feeding the beast upwards  Acting on is Feeding Master List UK 
F F2 Off-site fire service silver command was stopping the flow of information feeding the beast upwards  Status is Position Master List  UK 
F F2 Spending more time actually feeding the beast upwards and just feeding information*  Acting on is Feeding Master List UK 
F F2 Spending more time actually feeding the beast upwards and just feeding information*  Status is Position Master List  UK 
F F2 
Whereas in the past, we might be shackled with those decisions, because the standard operating 
procedure says you can’t do something  
The Past is an Instrument of Constraint Master List UK 
F F2 
You put in all the risk assessments you put in all the health and safety factors of I already mentioned 
the decision making model dynamic risk assessment’s so it’s making sure people are and I’ve 
mentioned it safe 
Problem is a Constructed Object Master List  UK 
F F2 People moving up to gold and dipping back to silver Status is Position Master List UK 
F F2 People that will step up to the mark at silver  Progress is Forward Motion Master List UK 
F F3 Worked my way up to erm watch manager (height equals success) Status is Position Master List UK 
F F3 Having the lack of information that erm we had in the run up to those conditions  Progress is Forward Motion Master List UK 
F F3 
You often get the commanders maybe who if they’re a strategic gold level or silver level focusing down 
and then then getting pulled down 
Status is Position Master List UK 
F F3 
These are things that are high profile that the higher the more senior managers need to be involved but 
then they get involved at the lower level than they should be lines (of command) are then blurred 
Status is Position Master List UK 
F F3 The lines are then blurred as to you know as to what roles and responsibilities are  The Visual Field is a Container Master List UK 
F F3 Generally making sure the guys and girls on the ground have got what they needed* Status is Position Master List UK 
F F3 
Whereas before we were sort maybe pushed to one side we’re very much at the forefront having to 
you know prove you worth  
Status is Position Master List UK 
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F F3 Getting into the weeds of what each person should be doing Status is Position Master List UK 
F F3 The frontline is this firefighters who go out there and fight the fire  
Obstacles to Action are Obstacles to 
Motion 
Master List UK 
F F3 The frontline is this firefighters who go out there and fight the fire  Competition is War Master List UK 
F F3 They closed ranks (non-integration of emergent resources) Competition is War Master List UK 
F F3 It gets even further down within the fire service (silo mentality) Status is Position Master List UK 
A F3 They built them a home from home over there which it was sort of a backwards step really   Progress is Forward Motion Master List UK 
A A1 
I was sat at gold I would expect a tactical plan to come up and for me go fine sign it date and send it 
back down saying initiate that plan  
Status is Position Master List UK 
A A1 There are some individuals that are quite high up that constantly need to be spoon-feed* Status is Position Master List UK 
A A1 There are some individuals that are quite high up that constantly need to be spoon-feed* Acting on is Feeding Master List UK 
A A1 
You can’t beat putting yourself up there and going out to incidents and putting it into practice 
(Experience is an external entity) 
Knowledge as an External Commodity Master List UK 
A A1 
Which is ignore what’s going on on the ground and make sure the information is going back you know 
feed the bigger picture 
Status is Position Master List UK 
A A1 
Which is ignore what’s going on on the ground and make sure the information is going back you know 
feed the bigger picture 
Acting on is Feeding Master List UK 
A A1 
Which is ignore what’s going on on the ground and make sure the information is going back you know 
feed the bigger picture 
Conducting Research is Solving a 
Puzzle 
Master List UK 
A A1 
Academically on the test papers during the first two days they really struggle and some of them are 
quite vociferous in arguing with you  and it’s not their world you see (Doctor’s doing command training) 
Knowledge as an External Commodity Master List UK 
A A1 
You are getting that recognition from the doctor fraternity out there ah these guys actually know what 
they’re talking about because they do it every single day 
The Mind is a Container for Objects Master List UK 
A A1 
Now were feeding down to one body Emergency Preparedness which is in erm Leeds which all 
bounces into this NHS North cluster that’s got a new command and control structure 
Acting on is Feeding Master List UK 
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A A1 
Now were feeding down to one body Emergency Preparedness which is in erm Leeds which all 
bounces into this NHS North cluster that’s got a new command and control structure 
Status is Position Master List UK 
A A1 Erm I think the thirst to get it right for the Olympics Desire is Hunger Master List UK 
A A1 So communicating with the bronze and obviously communicating upwards to gold* Status is Position Master List UK 
A A1 Obviously when you you go into silver I lost all sight of the incident (situational awareness) The Visual Field is a Container Master List UK 
A A1 The bronze structure linking that up and making it clear it happens on the ground in the incidents* Status is Position Master List UK 
A A1 Emails is one of the ones that can suck people in  
Control Over Action is Control Over 
Motion 
Master List UK 
A A1 So I can keep our bronze commander in the picture 
Conducting Research is Solving a 
Puzzle 
Master List UK 
A A2 We’re going in to erm back to the way we were Progress is Forward Motion Master List UK 
A A2 We’re passing a patient through the system efficiently Progress is Forward Motion Master List UK 
A A2 
From a BT (British Telecommunications) point of view on what their purpose is because that is standard 
across the country and that feeds into us 
Acting on is Feeding Master List UK 
A A2 Giving the dispatcher a real window into what’s actually going on People/Bodies are Buildings Master List UK 
A A3 I’ve been bronze commander on the ground at multiple incidents* Status is Position Master List UK 
A A3 
Erm Command is having the authority to erm move resource and allocate resources and Control is 
acting under that authority so if you like command is erm is vertical control is horizontal  
Status is Position Master List UK 
A A3 Sometimes a higher level for instances if COBR is getting involved Status is Position Master List UK 
A A3 Feeding the beast at the top sometimes takes priority to actually responding on the ground* Acting on is Feeding Master List UK 
A A3 Feeding the beast at the top sometimes takes priority to actually responding on the ground* Status is Position Master List UK 
A A3 There’s some very quick decisions being made on a very fluid situation A Problem is a Body of Water Master List UK 
A A3 That’s fed by the sort of lead government department erm structure Acting on is Feeding Master List UK 
410 | P a g e  
 
A A3 
I think it was probably a lack of confidence in not wanting to sort of lose sight of anything (senior 
command oversight) 
The Visual Field is a Container Master List UK 
A A3 
It provides structure to response erm particularly in big bang incidents erm where people are operating 
outside of their normal day to day activity* 
Knowledge as an External Commodity Master List UK 
A A3 
Where police are leading and they arguably shouldn’t be and they haven’t gone as effectively 
fortunately there’s never been any that I’ve experienced that have well and truly fallen over but there’s 
been ones that have been fairly close 
Control is Up Master List UK 
A A3 
It was the same information it was all coming at the top and the top central government were getting 
the same information from four sources locally and across all LRFs must have been an absolute 
nightmare 
Status is Position Master List UK 
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7.8 Appendix 7: Linguistic Metaphor Quotes – United States of America 
 
Agency ID Quotation Metaphor  Source Country 
FE FE3 
I can break it down to what I think is the most fundamental Tony the ability erm to provide leadership during 
the mission 






the first three days went extremely smoothly erm again principally because the the ICS construct had been 
introduced and the practiced for the prior fourteen months erm and also because of the recent-cy…. Three and 
a half month earlier of XXXX XXXX air-crash where many of the same organisations were brought together 
under the same construct erm things went amazingly smoothly  




FE FE3 certainly NIMS and ICS are the key… the key pieces erm in in the Command and Control picture 






also lexicon erm that is somewhat different than our… the people that we support and I think that it’s confused 
and clouded the picture  





one of my prior organisations the coastguard was among some of the earliest organisations to jump on the ICS 
bandwagon  

















the myopic individual agency perspective without the ability to look outside of one’s own agency and see how 
how you fit into the greater good 






if any one of the divisions is engaged in daily operations if I was down in involved in what they do with their 
staff level people I would consider that to be micro-management  









my job is to oversee that the actions of the agency are performed by the people who are responsible for the 
implementation of those actions as we go forward  
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in a day to day environment I’m responsible for as I indicated before the five divisions that work under my 
office 





it would to a layman on the outside you would expect that if your disaster is getting bigger then there would be 
more resources to erm resources staff erm facilities erm equipment across the whole spectrum that the bigger 
the disaster the more is required  










it’s difficult for the Regional Response Coordination Center to step out because they’re not ready to receive 
operational control 





headquarters at Washington would like those to be in fully operational control and independent erm with the 
RCCC as a support function but in reality it tends the… in overall control coordination of the IMAT until they get 






when then the IMAT Section Chief or the FCO who’s the head of the IMAT team when he says he has 
operational control then we immediately step back  





Well the FCO has primacy but I think it’s kind of a… kind of a dotted line maybe but erm in in the IMAT in the 
JFO environment the FCO has primacy over everyone that’s there 




FE FE2 Right we will see how that all unfolds that is still a relatively… I mean a really new a new piece  














it was trying to catch up in terms of what their responsibilities was who they were answerable to and how it 
was supposed to go forward  
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FE FE2 
I allow the people that work directly for to me to manage what they are responsible for and only where there is 
an issue that is is beyond what they feel comfortable with does it rise to my level  





we do something we have an after action that goes along with but I don’t think we every actually sit back and 
say… I think in the after action we say you know what did we do well and what could we have done better but I 
don’t that we step back and say systematically what worked well systematically and what could we to change 
the system to do better I don’t think we ever do that 





It’s really moved up substantially and it’s become you know more and more and recognised by everybody else 
as an essential need   





having a structure of operations supported on the same level supported by planning logistics and finance and 
they answer to a qualified Incident Commander 





within the within the executive we’re given by law delegated down from the president to so we have the 
authority we have the command to ensure that everything is executed within the framework that erm the people 
of America want  









Yes through Craig Fugate that is delegated from the president down to… or to the FEMA Administrator I 
should say  




FE  FE1 
the bigger the disaster that’s out of your comfort zone it’s not something you’ve experienced  before  your 
natural tendency is to shape it into something you’re comfortable  






because I’m probably gonna erm I go outside the ICS model So it would be a pyramid answering to a higher 
authority 





It’s pretty much activated when needed erm we we have erm we will sometimes bring it up you know to look at 
events happening somewhere else  









from my standpoint it’s not so much Command and Control as it is erm coordinating assets and making sure 
that erm that people you know right down at the scene have enough to do what they need to do to make things 
safe  




414 | P a g e  
 













when our fire departments go to a structure fire example they know they’ve got to make sure that first people 
are out of the building and secondly they are gonna hit it with everything you know 









S S1 a big disaster you get an outpouring across you know if it’s really big you get global resources 














unlike the military the different levels of government between federal and state erm unless funding is an issue 
there’s no mandate unless is rooted in statute that the federal government has over the next level of 
emergency management which would be state 





If the there’s a Presidential Major Disaster Declaration when that occurs that Stafford Act kicks into action the 





S S2 going in to the long term recovery it erm taxes those who are able rise to the occasion  






I remember speaking with FEMA about the implementation of the FCO and the Federal Disaster Recovery… 
the FDRC and I’m aware that they’re still trying to arrange… smooth that over  

















Budgets and allocation rules and statutes all of those things can be thrown out of the window at the time of an 
emergency 
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S S2 
typically because erm somebody is not very efficient at managing more than three to seven people your span 
of control stays within that realm and then you keep on going down from there  





with resources in hand erm in line with statutes and regulations that support those resources erm statutes 
regulators or state government or US government agencies use that money for its intended purpose to in 
emergency management to save lives mitigate against property and erm recover from incidents and organise 
themselves for that intended purpose to lessen the effects of disaster response when we have to and recover 
as quickly as possible and prepare for all of that stuff all of the time and so they five those five mission areas 
that I mentioned earlier in order to do that prevention protection mitigation response recovery and folded into all 
those is preparedness so that’s the big picture as I see it 






if any member of the Command and Control element is no longer in  a position to exert that control everyone 
else in that organisation knows what direction they’re heading and they can in go from there and continue the 
mission towards that end state 
Approaches to a Solution are 





what works well is the willingness of different levels of government to help the lower level of government when 
in need  









up side of emergency management in this country is that each that each level of government is somewhat 
independent of the other the downside is that each is each level is somewhat independent of the other, there 
you go 





maximising the decentralisation of capability is the is the goal in that how FEMA is trying to operate but a lot of 
history and ways of doing business keeps them down the opposite path  
Approaches to a Solution are 









you can take it from either direction so we’ll take from the bottom we live by the philosophy that all disaster are 
local and the control and management of those disasters is local so we start at the local level in my state every 
community is required to have an Emergency Management Director cannot be an elected official  
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S S3 it’s slightly outside the box thinking we’ll see where we go 






our mission is to respond to large moderate scale events here in the state to supplement the responders 
already on the ground  













we’ve even gone as far as erm the Airshow one of our big deployments is erm to ensure all member of 
leadership have a different coloured t-shirt… just team members are in blue leaders are in grey so they are 
easily picked out in a crowd 
Approaches to a Solution are 




E E1 so we make sure that there is a very strong incident command structure 






you have one person in charge you have one person delegating orders down to these folks you have other 
ones delegating down to there 









Communications… yea that’s the huge one and an adequate flow of communications up and down you know 
the commander has to be apprised of what’s going on  





Communications… yea that’s the huge one and an adequate flow of communications up and down you know 
the commander has to be apprised of what’s going on  













you just can’t have say the Ops Section getting the information the Ops Section Chief needs to make sure the 
information gets down to the boots on the ground 
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E E2 we had a centralised reporting system which allowed us to push the communication out to services 






when there is a state-wide, either a state-wide emergency or some sort of natural disaster would affect the flow 
of the patient 





To show that how their role fits into the bigger picture, well I have seen somebody at their worst and I pick 
them up, don't realise it and I drop them off 






the important part is I get to look at it on two sides number one I am a field erm emergency manager 
emergency responder I’m on my town’s Fire Department I’m on my I’m on a police Department I’m a Cop in the 
State I’m also a paramedic  






I observe Command and Control on that rung when I’m sitting out back at the Operations Desk… the 
Emergency Operations Center  





federal state county local you know all those types of government that we have we have to take those into 
consideration and and careful not to step on feet because realistically the incidents start local you know as you 
know in Maine and it’s really the whatever town that water’s in is their… their problem so we’re just gonna 
support them  





started with discussion you know moved up to actually erm filling out paperwork to actually erm you know 
boots on the ground doing it  





so let’s call a unified command and so… just building… based on based on resources based on the need of 
what is actually needed for that event  










we don’t produce an Incident Action Plan erm we rely on that from the boots on the  ground we’re gonna 
review that Incident Action Plan and we’re going to erm create what’s called a situation report  





that’s how we operate on a day to day basis I mean I’m a boots on the ground person doing on exercising and 
training so I’m part of the Operations Division 




E E3 it’s also to prevent ourselves from getting sued down the road  
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E E3 
it’s difficult to integrate the only way around it is usually to use a nautical term to jury-rig the system by the 
commander erm rather than the system itself  






there’s some private businesses out there that don’t have any erm training in ICS and Command and Control 
and they function well and they have some pretty significant cyber-attacks or pretty significant issues with 
money coming in or the stock market falling and they’re able to to go down or to come up whenever they 
need to 











I’ve been with the department for twenty two year and I’ve worked very hard erm starting at the… in the wildfire 
world starting at the end of a shovel erm and I’ve worked my way up to be a Senior Manager in and a Senior 
person in our Incident Command System  







we’d be remiss in if we didn’t talk also about those support functions that are necessary to erm to make sure 
that operationally that we’re we’re moving an incident towards a favourable conclusion 







they often fail to think of the fact that there’s a lot of other things that are required erm in order to keep the 
operational side of an incident moving forward  














it was thoroughly disappointing to think that  here the the most prolific city in the United states that’s had so 
much happen to it and has so much potential for other things happening to it would be so backwards and it 
just blew my mind 








they essentially deferred and delegated there authority to me and my team and we were able to do it and it was 
the smoothest part of our two weeks  







I personally think that some of the people that they had in charge were over there head with respect to 
qualifications they just you know erm I think they were over their head  








we rely heavily on as far as documentation on the Incident Action Plan erm the IAP as we call it is critical for us 
for several reasons number one it is the primary way that we disseminate information down to lower level 
management on the incident that we are working on  









for us it is to safely and efficiently manage incidents both large and small erm in such a way that we are 
empowering and delegating our authority down to the lowest levels  







I want to be able to give broad objectives to the people below me I want my mid-level managers to come up 
with strategy to achieve my objectives that I’ve set and then at the at the lowest level of management we want 
to empower those mangers to use tactics to make tactical decisions to achieve both the strategy and the 
objectives erm for us erm it’s about delegating that authority down to the lowest levels so that that there’s clear 
intent but there is no there’s no question on the chain of command 







what it comes down to you’ve hit on some really great points that credentialing is so critical so that you can pull 
up and say well I am supposed to be here ad here’s how I got here and how I was ordered 














we have a very good governor here in the state he is involved but he’s hand’s off to an appropriate level eh 
the governor before him was a little more hand’s on but more involved probably more dialled in but also hands 
off  














Command and Control is understanding erm number understanding your role and the entire picture 








Command and Control not only has to be just one person you got to make sure you’ve got that line of 
succession so that there’s always somebody people can look up to for direction  







you’ve got to form these alliances ahead of time so you know that… that’s another thing you network ahead of 
time get to know these folks ahead of time then that trust factor’s there 










the scenario central command is nowhere all of a sudden these units were coming in with lieutenant grade 
officers captain grade officers and working with the local and they floundered because without any direction 
they didn’t know how to to come up with strategies on their own they always were you know… reliant upon 
guidance from up above and erm boy didn’t that come out during 





















You look at video after the Boston marathon bombing you know and you look at video and what you see is 
people walking around in a daze with their face buried into their smart phones looking for the information  
Impediments to Awareness are 







we always asked him we said hey listen what was what was your plan anyway… what… and my plan was put 
the fire out and so he says well what happened it didn’t go out (laughing) you know… off course it didn’t go out 
you know cos you didn’t have a plan you were basically chasing the incident instead of getting ahead of it 














we know who’s on scene we know why they are and… and we know what they are doing and so in the fire 
service that’s very important and it’s requires good coordination at the top     







you might turn around and say well we’ve got take care of the environment first and so you put people in 
harm’s way to to… and not realising it then people get hurt or killed 





















when you have that error of infallibility it’s not gonna happened here then it happens then you’re playing catch 
up 























they had a significant incident that required a bunch of agencies while we were we there were ten or twelve 
other emergencies going on so and it went very smoothly  







Fire Departments are struggling our state is just pushing for legislation to give them (volunteers) benefits 
retirement benefits if they serve longer  








as far a firefighter safety is concerned erm there’s been a national push for Command and Control and 
educating officers about how important it is to use it 








our firefighters embrace it they understand it they’re eager to use it younger firefighters are eager to get up into 
that role cos they… there’s definitely the leadership component to it 







you’d have an Operations Chief for a division then under that you might Fire Departments Police Departments 
Public Works depending on the incident  







the federal level their IMAT system their their Regional Response Coordination Coordination Centers all the 
way up 







by having the policies in place and the training and going out and effectively using it every day erm it’s 
predictable that when the bigger events happen things are gonna run much more smoothly  












from the outset erm our department felt we would better served to go in and and kind of stand them up take 
some of the burden off them  




LE LE1 Command and Control in my mind is basically making order out of chaos 






kind of running it in their head maybe with you know with a few notes on a piece of paper erm and just dealing 
with the issues that come up  










instead of things kind of flowing the way they’re gonna flow and we’ll deal with this brush fire when it comes 
up over here until the next ones comes up and we’ll jump onto that one 









your Unified Command your specialist responders underneath you’ll have your Area Commanders you’ll have 
your local EOC fully manned  
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as far as Command and Control… ICS you know the Incident command System in the rockaways flowed fairly 
well  









you know information sharing I think has come… it’s not where it really should be but I think we’ve come a 
long way 





by the time it gets down to the local level there is so much area for… or scope for misinterpretation or 
interpretation depending on your view that we have over one county to the next slightly different approaches to 
something that should just be very simple 









SAFECOM continuum basically establishes how communications are based and then you know just because 
you have a radio doesn’t mean you’re at the highest level of interoperability and you have your different lanes 
on the continuum 





it’s sad in this day and age after Katrina and 9/11 I mean in all these incidents and… it’s almost almost like 
they’re going back to where it was before and I just cringe because we’re better than that  

















you know being able to see both the law enforcement side of things the fire side of things the search and 
rescue side of things 




LE LE2 the rescue’s done now it’s recovery so these are the layers of recovery  
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LE LE2 
all I care about is when the Incident Commander is who the heck is in charge of that you know he’s got the list 
of underneath him of all the people so I say to him get this done and he goes okay and he tells these people 
this is what they need to do  
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7.9 Appendix 8: Steen’s Metaphor Identification Process 
(MIP) 
 
The MIP is as follows:  
 
1. Read the entire text–discourse to establish a general understanding of the meaning.  
 
2. Determine the lexical units in the text–discourse  
 
3. (a) For each lexical unit in the text, establish its meaning in context, that is, how it applies to 
an entity, relation, or attribute in the situation evoked by the text (contextual meaning).  Take 
into account what comes before and after the lexical unit.  
 
(b) For each lexical unit, determine if it has a more basic contemporary meaning in other 
contexts than the one in the given context.  For our purposes, basic meanings tend to be more 
concrete; what they evoke is easier to imagine, see, hear, feel, smell, and taste.  Related to 
bodily action, more precise (as opposed to vague): historically older.  Basic meanings are not 
necessarily the most frequent meanings of the lexical unit.  
 
(c) If the lexical unit has a more basic current, contemporary meaning in other contexts than 
the given context, decide whether the contextual meaning contrasts with the basic meaning but 
can be understood in comparison with it.  
 
4. If yes, mark the lexical unit as metaphorical. 
 
Source: (Steen et al. 2010) (p 3) 
 
